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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Background 
In 2006, the number of motoring offences dealt with by official police action was 
12.7 million. Of these, almost 2 million (15.5%) were speeding offences, 91% of 
which were dealt with by issuing a fixed penalty/fixed charge notice. 
Speed awareness courses, offered at the discretion of police forces around the UK, 
provide an educational alternative to traditional penalties for drivers caught speeding 
within a specified range. The aim of the courses is to deter future speeding 
behaviour through a comprehensive programme of education on the potential 
dangers of speeding behaviour. 
The Department for Transport commissioned MVA Consultancy and the University 
of Strathclyde to: 
•	 devise a methodology suitable for any later evaluation of the road safety impact 
of speed awareness courses; and 
•	 propose and recruit a suitable ‘control group’ for any later evaluation, and 
collect comprehensive data from them. This control group is a sample of drivers 
who would have been eligible to take part in a speed awareness course, but who 
were not given this option because a course is not currently offered in their area. 
Methodology 
A survey among all 42 police forces in England and Wales was undertaken to 
determine current practice and provision with regard to speed awareness courses. 
Five of the thirteen police forces who did not currently offer courses agreed to help 
with the administration of the present research. These forces distributed 13,619 
postal questionnaires to all drivers who had accepted a conditional offer for 
speeding at between 10% + 2 mph and 10% + 6 mph above the speed limit within a 
specified time period. Useable questionnaires were returned by 2,916 respondents 
(21.4%). Six months later, these respondents were sent a follow-up questionnaire by 
post, which contained the same items. Almost 50% of the original respondents 
returned a useable questionnaire, giving a final sample of 1,403 respondents who 
completed a questionnaire at both time intervals. 
The questionnaires contained items designed to measure a number of demographic 
variables (e.g. age, gender and annual mileage); self-reported speeding behaviour; 
and 12 socio-cognitive variables, including attitudes and intentions to speed, 
perceived social pressure to exceed speed limits, perceptions about their own ability 
to refrain from speeding, perceptions about the moral correctness of speeding, and 
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their perceptions of the likelihood of being caught for speeding and becoming 
involved in an accident. 
We examined the demographic characteristics of respondents; assessed the 
reliability and validity of the questionnaire items devised to measure the social 
cognition variables; and analysed the extent to which the demographic and social 
cognition variables predict the speeding intentions and subsequent speeding 
behaviour of respondents. We draw a series of conclusion and recommendations on 
the basis of the results. 
Key findings 
Reliability and validity of the questionnaire measures 
The questionnaire measures of each socio-cognitive variable and self-reported 
speeding behaviour were found to possess good convergent validity, discriminant 
validity and reliability. In other words, all of the items designed to measure one 
theoretical construct (e.g. attitude) measured the same construct and not other 
constructs (e.g. moral norm), and they did so reliably. The questionnaire, therefore, 
provides a robust instrument for measuring social cognition variables in relation to 
speeding, well suited to capturing any potential benefits of speed awareness courses. 
Key demographic characteristics 
The demographic characteristics of respondents were as follows: 
•	 71% were aged over 40 years; 26% were aged over 60; 
•	 54% were male; 
•	 98% were White; 
•	 71% were in full- or part-time work; 21% were retired; 
•	 86% owned their own vehicle; 
•	 90% had held a licence for more than 10 years; 
•	 74% drove less than 14,500 miles per year; 
•	 4% had been involved in an accident in the previous six months and 59% 
reported being involved in a near miss; and 
•	 82% reported that they would opt for a speed awareness course if it were 
available. 
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Relationship between demographic characteristics, 
socio-cognitive characteristics and speeding behaviour 
Overall, participants were negatively orientated towards exceeding the speed limit. 
On average, they expressed negative attitudes towards speeding; did not intend to 
speed; perceived little social pressure to do so; and exceeded speed limits relatively 
infrequently. They also believed speeding to be morally wrong; they anticipated that, 
if they did speed, they would later regret it; and that, compared with the ‘average’ 
driver, they stood a good chance of both being involved in a traffic accident and 
getting caught for speeding. Consistent with previous research, these trends were 
more pronounced in women and older drivers, with both these groups being more 
negatively orientated towards speeding than men and younger drivers. 
Although respondents were generally not positively disposed towards speeding, 
there was considerable variation and, for a substantial number, there was room for 
improvement on most variables. Further analyses were therefore undertaken to 
identify the cognitions which most clearly underpinned speeding behaviour. These 
were as follows: 
•	 Attitude towards speeding. 
•	 Self-efficacy (the extent to which participants felt capable of staying within 
speed limits). 
•	 Moral norm and anticipated regret (the moral dimension relating to speeding). 
•	 Optimism bias (the extent to which participants felt themselves likely to get 
caught for speeding). 
•	 Descriptive norm (the extent to which participants felt that people important to 
them exceed speed limits). 
The analyses also showed that age and gender were mediated by these variables: that 
is, women and older drivers were not less likely to speed because of their age or 
gender per se. Rather, it is because these respondents had more safety-orientated 
attitudes and moral perceptions, had a stronger sense of control, were less likely to 
think that they could avoid getting caught for speeding, and were less likely to 
perceive social pressure to speed. It is thus these underlying cognitions that need to 
be addressed by speed awareness courses, regardless of the background of 
participants: we found no case for developing speed awareness courses targeting 
separate groups of drivers (e.g. males versus females; younger versus older drivers). 
Conclusions 
•	 The questionnaire devised for measuring the demographic and socio-cognitive 
profile of offending drivers is psychometrically robust (i.e. it provides valid and 
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reliable measures) and reveals identifiable trends in relation to what 
distinguishes those who are more or less likely to speed. 
•	 These data provide a comprehensive baseline on the characteristics of offending 
drivers, who would be eligible in principle for a speed awareness course. The 
data are uncontaminated because no courses were available in their areas. The 
results thus provide suitable control data for assessing the potential benefits of 
speed awareness courses. 
•	 The results show that offenders do have room for significant improvement on 
cognitive variables which appear to underlie the propensity to speed. 
•	 The results give a clear steer in relation to which cognitions are likely to need 
targeting in speed awareness courses. 
•	 An evaluation study would be needed to determine whether speed awareness 
courses can, in practice, change the cognitive variables underlying speeding 
behaviour and to test whether this leads to reductions in speeding behaviour. 
•	 Overall, there is a strong case for conducting an evaluation of speed awareness 
courses, using the data collected in the present study as control data. 
Recommendations 
Recommendations for subsequent research 
We recommend that a subsequent evaluation should be conducted to assess the 
extent to which existing courses are, in practice, successfully changing the variables 
examined in this research. Given that the specific content of courses may vary across 
providers, it is recommended that any future evaluation try to identity which 
techniques most effectively change the variables examined in this research. This will 
help identify good practice which can be disseminated to other course providers. 
In any subsequent evaluation of speed awareness courses, offenders who chose not 
to accept the opportunity to attend a speed awareness course would not constitute a 
suitable control group. What is required is a group who did not have the opportunity 
to attend a course and who are therefore uncontaminated by self-selection bias. The 
present sample meets this criterion and should constitute the control group in any 
future evaluation. To enable direct comparisons to be made between the control 
group and course attendees, the same methods and especially the questionnaire 
items that were used in the present research should be used. 
Recommendations for speed awareness courses 
Speed awareness courses should, first and foremost, target the cognitive predictors of 
speeding behaviour, several of which have been identified in this project. 
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Specifically, courses should: discourage positive attitudes towards speeding; increase 
drivers’ confidence that they are able to keep within the speed limit; increase 
drivers’ sense of moral obligation to keep within speed limits; and decrease their 
sense of immunity from getting caught. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Speeding in the UK 
The most up-to-date Ministry of Justice Statistical Bulletin regarding Motoring 
Offences in England and Wales (Fiti et al., 2008) shows that, in 2006, the number of 
motoring offences dealt with by official police action was 12.7 million. Of those, 
almost 2 million (15.5%) were speeding offences, 91% of which were dealt with by 
issuing a fixed penalty/fixed charge notice. The remainder were dealt with by court 
proceedings. 
1.2 Understanding speeding behaviour 
In the literature on driver training, the term ‘attitude’ is used to describe many 
different variables that psychologists call ‘social cognition variables’ (see Appendix 
1). Social cognition refers to the way in which people think about social contexts 
(such as driving) and how that influences behaviour. These variables are 
motivational variables, meaning that they influence how motivated a person will be 
to perform a given behaviour. Of relevance to the present context, accumulated 
research has demonstrated that social cognition variables are important determinants 
of safety-related driving behaviours (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003 and 2007; Leitrand and 
Delhomme, 2005; Marcil et al., 2001). These cognitions are important to target in 
road safety interventions, not only because they have been found to underpin driving 
behaviour, but also because they are potentially amenable to change. 
1.3 Speed awareness courses 
Targeting these cognitions in driver training may help to promote safer driving 
behaviour and may help minimise the severity and frequency of road traffic 
accidents. Indeed, it is the understanding of these social cognitive influences on 
speeding and other driver behaviours which has, in part, informed the development 
and introduction of speed awareness courses. 
Speed awareness courses provide an educational alternative to traditional penalties 
for drivers caught speeding within a specified range. These courses are offered at the 
discretion of police forces around the UK and only to drivers caught marginally over 
the posted speed limit. The Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) for 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland published guidance (ACPO, 2007) for the 
introduction of a national speed awareness course in February 2006 (reviewed in 
January 2007) which specified that: 
•	 the disposal of speed offences is at the discretion of the police service in the area 
where the offence was committed; 
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•	 a bandwidth for local decisions would be between 10% + 2 mph and 
10% + 6 mph of the posted speed limit with no courses offered after 
10% + 6 mph (other than driver improvement, if appropriate); and 
•	 the availability of courses in the local police force area will not stop a 
prosecution under 10% + 6 mph, or no action, if the situation is appropriate. 
Essentially, the guidelines provide an indication only of the speed boundaries within 
which offenders must fall to be eligible to take part in a course. They do not provide 
rigid referral criteria and there is sufficient flexibility in the model to allow 
individual forces to adapt the scheme as appropriate. The guidelines assert that it is 
a duty of the police service to use discretion and to adjudicate on the facts when 
deciding how to dispose of an offence, which might be by way of: 
•	 a warning (either formal or informal); 
•	 a programme of education, such as a speed awareness course; or 
•	 prosecution. 
Both offenders stopped by the police in person and those caught speeding on safety 
cameras are eligible for referral onto a speed awareness course. 
There is currently no central budget for speed awareness courses and they are run 
entirely at the discretion of local police forces. The majority of providers are private 
companies and local authorities, although a few are run by road safety officers. 
The ACPO guidelines do set a minimum standard for the provision of courses based 
on recommendations set out in the Road Safety Research Report No. 66, Effective 
Interventions for Speeding Motorists (Fylan et al., 2006). Developed in association 
with the National Driver Improvement Scheme, the proposed national model 
suggests: 
•	 a theory based approach delivered by structured sessions in a classroom setting 
– this represents a minimum requirement and may be accompanied by a further 
practical module which will immediately follow the theory classes, but which is 
discretionary; 
•	 that each course must involve no more than 20 clients; 
•	 that courses are paid for by attendees; and 
•	 that to successfully pass the course the client must attend all sessions, complete 
all course paperwork (including questionnaires), make a positive contribution, 
and demonstrate a willingness to make a commitment to improve speed 
awareness skills and attitudes. 
11 
Monitoring Speed Awareness Courses: Baseline Data Collection 
The aim of the courses is to deter future speeding behaviour through a 
comprehensive programme of education regarding the potential dangers of speeding 
behaviour. 
In December 2007, MVA Consultancy established (as part of this project) that 25 of 
the 43 police forces in England and Wales (63%) were already running speed 
awareness courses or were planning to do so by February 2008. Among those 
offering a course at that time there was a wide variation in: eligibility criteria for 
being offered a course; the nature of the courses on offer; course structure; course 
provider; number of courses offered; and information collected about those who 
attended. Just over three-quarters of those running a course, and over half of those 
planning to run a course, followed the national model. 
With the large variations in the way speed awareness courses are structured and 
administered it is not known to what extent, if at all, the courses explicitly target the 
social cognitive variables that were examined in the present research. That said, on 
the basis that different courses might (either explicitly or implicitly) target different 
cognitive variables in an attempt to reduce speeding behaviour, it seemed important 
to measure as comprehensive a range of social cognitions as was practically feasible 
in this research in order to enable the possible mediating effects of different courses 
to be tested in a future evaluation. 
1.4 Study objectives 
The Department for Transport commissioned MVA Consultancy to undertake this 
study to collect baseline data that can be used as a control group in future 
monitoring/evaluation of speed awareness courses. The objectives of this research 
are to: 
•	 devise a methodology suitable for the collection of control group data that will 
also be suitable for any later evaluation of the road safety impact of the scheme; 
•	 propose and recruit a suitable control group (a sample of drivers who would have 
been eligible to take part in a speed awareness course, but who have not done so 
because a course is not currently offered in their area), and collect 
comprehensive data related to them; and 
•	 discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the methodological approach, and any 
confounding factors. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 
2.1 Rationale for our overall approach 
This project aims to collect data from a ‘control’ group that is able to act as a 
baseline comparator to subsequent samples who take part in future speed awareness 
courses in order to measure the road safety impact of such courses. We consider that 
there are three separate study groups which can be defined and from whom data 
would be required at different stages of a monitoring programme. These are: 
•	 benchmarking (control) group: comprising people who would be eligible for 
referral onto a speed awareness course, but who are not referred as there is no 
course available in their area; 
•	 experimental group – non-attendees: comprising those who are offered a 
course, but refuse; and 
•	 experimental group – attendees: comprising those who are offered and take up 
a place on a speed awareness course. 
The first group are the main targets of this baseline study, and represent an 
‘uncorrupted’sample insofar as their attitudes, intentions and behaviours would not 
be biased by the possible likelihood of knowing that they might be offered a speed 
awareness course as an alternative to points or fines. 
Once courses have been rolled out nationally, it will be impossible to capture such a 
group since the awareness of courses and their potential provision could be seen as 
an influencing factor in determining driver behaviour. Collecting data from speeders 
at the present time also provides a benchmark of the ‘population’ (in areas where 
courses are not offered) with regard to attitudes, intentions, behaviour and other 
issues affecting their speeding behaviour. As soon as speed awareness courses have 
been rolled out to all police forces, this group will no longer exist since, if eligible, 
they would fall into one of the other two groups, i.e. those who are offered a course 
and take it up and those who are offered but do not.1 At that time, there would be 
two self-selecting samples, both with inherent characteristics that might make them 
non-comparable to the true benchmark group in terms of some key variables (i.e. 
attitudes, intentions and behaviours). The fact that they would make a choice 
regarding attendance or non-attendance at the course means that they would not 
represent a pure sample. 
Although the selection of both a group who had and who had not taken up the offer 
of a speed awareness course would be important to the later evaluation, this project 
is best seen as a ‘benchmarking’ exercise in which uncontaminated baseline data are 
1	 There would be a third group, not relevant to this exercise, namely those not offered a 
course, though eligible, because the police service used its discretion not to do so. 
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Figure 2.1: Overall data requirements from the benchmarking and evaluation 
exercises 
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collected to provide definitive baseline measures for all future investigations. This 
would include providing a control for the ‘non-attendees’described above. 
Figure 2.1 presents a model of the two different stages of data collection that will be 
required to achieve as full and as accurate data as possible from both the baseline 
and subsequent evaluation stages to enable reliable measurement of the impact of 
speed awareness courses. 
The tasks shaded in Figure 2.1 are those which fall within this commission. Those to 
the right of the dotted line could be carried out as part of the subsequent evaluation. 
What the model shows, however, is how the data from the three different groups 
could be compared due to the methodological consistency of approach between the 
two exercises. Data from the two experimental groups (attendees and non-attendees) 
in a main evaluation could be matched (for example, for demographics), and some 
quotas for different typologies of speeders could also be set at the benchmarking 
stage to allow subsequent comparison with evaluation data. 
In order to collect data as part of the benchmarking exercise that are as comparable 
as possible with those collected in the later evaluation, we have collected data at two 
stages: one after the fixed penalty notice has been accepted, but within four months 
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of the offence being detected (when a course would normally have been offered); 
and one six months later. (Within four months of detection was a suitable time to 
provide an adequate sample size and to allow for the time it takes for a fixed penalty 
notice to be issued, accepted and processed. Police forces would not have taken part 
if they had been expected to issue questionnaires to drivers at the time they accepted 
their fixed penalty since this would have been an ongoing process and was 
considered too burdensome.) 
It should be noted that the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) guidelines 
also recommend a follow-up survey of those attending courses immediately after 
participation (directly at the end of the course) (ACPO, 2007). For both the 
benchmarking and experimental non-attendees groups, we do not consider that this 
would prove useful since the time period between the initial survey and the time that 
participants would have completed a course is so short that we would expect survey 
results to be almost identical. There is also no reason to believe that any of the 
survey measures would change in this short time period in the absence of an 
intervention. We also consider that this additional stage (immediately following the 
course) would be inappropriate for course attendees because: 
•	 there would be no control data; 
•	 it may bias the six-month follow up data as people will have already answered 
the questions twice; and 
•	 it will reduce the final sample size achieved, since some people who are willing 
to provide answers to the same questionnaire twice will not be prepared to do so 
three times. 
We therefore consider that the six-month follow up itself will be sufficient to allow 
for comparisons to be made between all three groups. 
A major part of this study was to devise a robust methodology for collecting 
baseline data, which could later be used to collect data for an evaluation of speed 
awareness courses. This includes the development of a questionnaire which can 
effectively measure changes in attitudes before and after intervention. In addition, 
the study sought to recruit a suitable control group and collect comprehensive data 
related to them. 
A detailed description of the methodology for this study is described below in the 
following sections: 
•	 sampling; 
•	 questionnaire development; 
•	 data collection; and 
•	 response rates and weighting. 
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2.2 Sampling 
Between September and December 2007, we undertook a survey of all police forces 
in England and Wales to obtain a current view on the provision and location of 
speed awareness courses around the country, and to determine the plans of 
individual forces in rolling out such schemes in the future. The survey was 
undertaken to allow a suitable selection of police forces in which to carry out the 
baseline data collection, as well as to provide a context for the research. 
MVA Consultancy collected the information by means of a self-completion postal 
survey among all police forces in England and Wales. The questionnaires were 
dispatched to named individuals in the forces following a letter to Chief Constables 
from ACPO and calls to determine the most appropriate person to whom the 
questionnaire should be sent. MVA Consultancy telephoned those who did not 
respond to the survey and conducted the interviews over the phone. 
Thirteen of the 42 police forces in England and Wales (31%) told MVA Consultancy 
that they did not currently have a speed awareness course, nor did they anticipate 
having a speed awareness course by February 2008. These thirteen forces were the 
only forces in scope for the study and therefore became the potential sample of 
forces that were eligible to take part in the collection of baseline data. 
Considerable effort was made to engage with these forces and to persuade them to 
take part in the survey of drivers. However, eight were not willing to take part due 
to: real or perceived difficulties in selecting drivers that were in scope; shortage of 
resources; lack of interest; or timings of the survey coinciding with major internal 
changes within the force. Five forces agreed to take part. These were Bedfordshire, 
Surrey, West Mercia, Cheshire and Cumbria. These forces provided a good mix of 
rural and urban areas: 
• rural (Cumbria, Cheshire); 
• urban (West Mercia); and 
• mixed/commuter areas (Bedfordshire, Surrey). 
They were also well spread geographically: 
• South of England (Bedfordshire, Surrey); 
• Midlands (West Mercia); and 
• North of England (Cheshire and Cumbria). 
As only five forces were available for the study, our sample of drivers comprised all 
the drivers from each of the five police force areas who were in scope for the study. 
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2.3 Questionnaire development 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to measure: 
•	 basic demographic information (e.g. age and gender) on a sample of drivers who 
had accepted a fixed penalty notice for exceeding the speed limit by between 
10% + 2 mph and 10% + 6 mph in police force areas that do not currently offer a 
speed awareness course; 
•	 the number of accidents and ‘near misses’ that these drivers reported over the 
last six months; and 
•	 a comprehensive range of social cognitions (e.g. attitude towards speeding) and 
self-reported speeding behaviour (frequency with which respondents reported 
exceeding speed limits). 
As explained earlier in Section 2, the questionnaire was distributed to the sample of 
speed limit offenders at two time points separated by six months. The reason for 
measuring the above-mentioned variables at the two time points was to provide 
control group data against which the effectiveness of speed awareness courses could 
be tested in the next phase of the research (e.g. to test whether any changes in 
accident rates, near misses or attitudes before and after attending a speed awareness 
course are attributable to speed awareness courses rather than other extraneous 
factors, such as the mere passage of time). 
The development of the questionnaire proceeded in the following steps: 
1.	 We scrutinised the literature to identify social cognitive variables which (a) have 
been found to be important in the prediction of driving behaviour and other 
health-risk behaviours and (b) which speed awareness courses might usefully 
change in an attempt to reduce speeding behaviour. Those variables are 
summarised in Appendix 1, along with a description of the research evidence 
that supports their predictive validity and thus their inclusion in the present 
study. 
2.	 Next, we identified reliable and valid questionnaire items used in previous 
research to measure each of the social cognitions identified in (1), and tailored 
the wording of those items to suit the present target behaviour (speeding). 
3.	 We then included questions to measure speeding behaviour, accident and near 
miss involvement, and basic demographic data. 
A pilot study was then conducted in which the questionnaire was sent to a sample of 
drivers who had been caught for speeding in the Bedfordshire and Luton Casualty 
Reduction Partnership area and who had accepted a fixed penalty notice. 
Psychometric testing (similar to that reported in Section 4) showed that the items 
used to measure the social cognition variables possessed validity and reliability. 
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Following the pilot study, a small number of changes to the wording of questionnaire 
items were made. In addition, several other demographic questions were included, as 
well as questions to measure the self-reported frequency with which people drive 
faster than the speed limit on different road types and at different speeds. 
The final questionnaire contained the measures described below. 
2.3.1 Demographic variables 
The following demographic characteristics were included in the questionnaire: 
•	 age; 
•	 sex; 
•	 number of years licensed to drive with a full driving licence; 
•	 approximate annual mileage; 
•	 number of cars/vans available for private use to members of the household; 
•	 ownership of vehicle usually used; 
•	 working status; 
•	 number of children in different age groups; 
•	 frequency of driving on different road types and for different purposes; and 
•	 frequency of driving faster than the speed limit on different road types and at 
different speed limits. 
2.3.2 Traffic crashes and near misses 
Participants were asked to state the number of times they had been involved in a 
‘near miss’ in the last six months. They were told that: ‘Many drivers have had the 
impression of only just avoiding an accident’. They were then asked: ‘How many 
times has this happened to you in the last six months?’ (1 = never, 2 = one or two 
times, 3 = three to five times, 4 = six to ten times or 5 = more than ten times). 
At phase one, participants were also asked to state the actual number of accidents 
that they had been involved in when driving over the last 12 months. At phase two, 
they were asked to state the actual number of accidents they had been involved in 
over the last six months (i.e. since completing the phase one questionnaire). They 
were asked to include only those accidents that occurred on a public road (e.g. not in 
a car park or on a driveway), regardless of how they were caused or how slight they 
were. It should be noted that extremely large sample sizes are required to detect 
changes in traffic crashes as statistically significant because crashes are relatively 
rare events and the victims of severe crashes (fatal and serious) either cannot, or do 
not tend to, take part in studies of this type. Therefore, it must be borne in mind that 
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it may not be feasible to assess the effects of speed awareness courses on accident 
risk in the next phase of this research. However, we included this measure of crash 
involvement to allow for the possibility of examining the effects of speed awareness 
courses on accident risk. 
2.3.3 Social cognition and behaviour variables 
All of the items used to measure the social cognitions and self-reported speeding 
behaviour are presented in Table 2.1. These items were rated by respondents on 
nine-point scales. To minimise potential fatigue biases (e.g. Hart et al., 2005) and to 
maximise the response rate to the questionnaire, each construct was measured using 
a single item, unless otherwise specified in Table 2.1. (Similar single items to those 
used in the present study have been found in other studies to generate data that are 
both reliable and valid; e.g. Trafimow and Finlay, 2001). However, each variable was 
measured with respect to driving faster than the speed limit on three different road 
types: urban roads, country roads and fast dual-carriageways/motorways (i.e. for 
each construct, the same item was used for each road type). These road types were 
chosen to cover the range of speed limits that are in operation in Great Britain.2 The 
social cognition variables that were measured in the questionnaire are summarised 
briefly below (for more detailed descriptions of these constructs and rationale for 
inclusion see Appendix 1): 
•	 Intention – a driver’s overall motivation to speed. 
•	 Instrumental attitude – cognitive evaluations that tap how positive or negative 
a driver thinks it will be for them to speed. 
•	 Affective attitude – emotional or experiential evaluations about how enjoyable 
or unenjoyable a driver feels it will be for them to speed. 
•	 Subjective norm – the extent to which a driver perceives they will receive
 
social approval or disapproval for speeding from people important to them.
 
•	 Descriptive norm – the extent to which a driver perceives that people important 
to them will themselves speed. 
•	 Perceived behavioural control – the extent to which a driver believes that they 
have both the internal and external resources to refrain from speeding. 
•	 Perceived controllability – a component of perceived behavioural control 
which taps only the extent to which a driver believes that they have control over 
2	 Consistent with previous research on driver behaviour (e.g. Wells et al., 2008), the term 
‘fast dual-carriageway’ was used to cover dual-carriageways with faster speed limits 
(70 mph). Dual-carriageways with slower speed limits are typically situated in urban 
areas and we felt that the ‘urban road’ category listed above would cover them 
adequately, along with the other types of road found in urban areas. Fast dual­
carriageways and motorways were combined because they are qualitatively similar (e.g. 
they both have more than one lane of traffic and the 70 mph speed limit generally 
applies to both). 
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Table 2.1: Items used to measure the social cognition variables and self-reported speeding behaviour 
Social cognition variable No. of items 
(per road type) 
Item wording (item number as in questionnaire) Response scale (scoring) 
Self-reported behaviour 1 How often did you drive faster than the speed limit over the last 
6 months? (phase one: Q20; phase two: Q19) 
1 = Never to 9 = All the time 
Intention to speed 2 To what extent do you intend to drive faster than the speed limit 
over the next 6 months? (phase one: Q9; phase two: Q8) 
1 = No extent at all to 9 = A great extent 
How often do you think you will drive faster than the speed limit 
in the next 6 months? (phase one: Q16; phase two: Q15) 
1 = Never to 9 = All the time 
Instrumental attitude 1 How bad or good would it be for you personally if you drove 
faster than the speed limit over the next 6 months? (phase one: 
Q8; phase two: Q7) 
1 = Extremely bad to 9 = Extremely good 
Affective attitude 1 How unenjoyable or enjoyable would it be for you personally if 
you drove faster than the speed limit over the next 6 months? 
(phase one: Q13; phase two: Q12) 
1 = Extremely unenjoyable to 
9 = Extremely enjoyable 
Subjective norm 1 Would the people who are important to you disapprove or 
approve of you driving faster than the speed limit over the next 
6 months? (phase one: Q11; phase two: Q10) 
1 = Definitely disapprove to 9 = Definitely 
approve 
Descriptive norm 1 How often do you think the people who are important to you will 
drive faster then the speed limit over the next 6 months? (phase 
one: Q14; phase two: Q13) 
1 = Never to 9 = All the time 
Perceived controllability 1 Over the next 6 months, how much do you feel that avoiding 
driving faster than the speed limit is under your control? (phase 
one: Q15; phase two: Q14) 
1 = Not at all to 9 = Very much so 
Self-efficacy 1 How confident are you that you will be able to avoid driving 
faster than the speed limit over the next 6 months? (phase one: 
Q19; phase two: Q18) 
1 = Not at all confident to 9 = Extremely 
confident 
Perceived behavioural control 
(perceived difficulty) 
1 In the next 6 months, how difficult or easy will it be for you to 
avoid driving faster than the speed limit? (phase one: Q10; 
phase two: Q9) 
1 = Extremely difficult to 9 = Extremely 
easy 
Moral norm 1 How wrong do you think it would be for you to drive faster than 
the speed limit over the next 6 months? (phase one: Q12; phase 
two: Q11) 
1 = Not at all wrong to 9 = Extremely 
wrong 
(continued) 
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Table 2.1: (continued  )  
Social cognition variable No. of items 
(per road type) 
Item wording (item number as in questionnaire) Response scale (scoring) 
Anticipated regret 1 How much do you think you would regret it if you drove faster 
than the speed limit over the next 6 months? (phase one: Q17; 
phase two: Q16) 
1 = Not at all to 9 = Very much 
Self-identity 1 Does driving faster than the speed limit form an important part 
of who you are as a person? (phase one: Q18; phase two: Q17) 
1 = No, not at all to 9 = Yes, very much 
so 
Optimism bias 1 1 Compared with the average driver of your age and sex, how likely 
are you to have a car crash in the next 6 months due to driving 
faster than the speed limit? (phase one: Q6; phase two: Q5) 
1 = Much less likely than the average 
driver to 9 = Much more likely that the 
average driver 
Optimism bias 2 1 Compared with the average driver of your age and sex, how likely 
are you to be caught for driving faster than the speed limit in the 
next 6 months? (phase one: Q7; phase two: Q6) 
1 = Much less likely than the average 
driver to 9 = Much more likely that the 
average driver 
Attitude ambivalence (positive 
pole) 
1 Thinking only about the things you find good about driving faster 
than the speed limit; how good are they? (phase one: Q22; 
phase two: Q21) 
1 = Not at all good to 9 = Extremely good 
Attitude ambivalence (negative 
pole) 
1 Thinking only about the things you find bad about driving faster 
than the speed limit; how bad are they? (phase one: Q23; phase 
two: Q22) 
1 = Not at all bad to 9 = Extremely bad 
Normative ambivalence 
(positive pole) 
1 Thinking only about those people important to you who would 
approve of you driving faster than the speed limit; how much 
would they approve? (phase one: Q24; phase two: Q23) 
1 = Not at all to 9 = Very much 
Normative ambivalence 
(negative pole) 
1 Thinking only about those people important to you who would 
disapprove of you driving faster than the speed limit; how much 
would they disapprove? (phase one: Q25; phase two: Q24) 
1 = Not at all to 9 = Very much 
Control ambivalence (positive 
pole) 
1 Thinking only about the things that make it easy to avoid driving 
faster than the speed limit; how easy do they make it? (phase 
one: Q27; phase two: Q26) 
1 = Not at all easy to 9 = Extremely easy 
Control ambivalence (negative 
pole) 
1 Thinking only about the things that make it difficult to avoid 
driving faster than the speed limit; how difficult do they make it? 
(phase one: Q26; phase two: Q25) 
1 = Not at all difficult to 9 = Extremely 
difficult 
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external factors influencing their speeding behaviour (e.g. environmental 
constraints). 
•	 Self-efficacy – a component of perceived behavioural control which taps only 
the extent to which a driver has control over internal factors influencing speeding 
(e.g. having the driving skill needed to avoid speeding). 
•	 Moral norm – beliefs about whether speeding is morally correct or incorrect. 
•	 Anticipated regret – the extent to which a driver expects to experience regret 
for speeding. 
•	 Self-identity – the extent to which being a person who speeds forms an 
important part of a driver’s self-image. 
•	 Optimism bias – the extent to which a driver believes that they are less likely 
than the average driver to experience negative consequences as a result of 
speeding (e.g. being caught; being involved in a traffic crash). 
•	 Attitude ambivalence – the extent to which an individual evaluates speeding as 
having both positive and negative attributes. 
•	 Normative ambivalence – the extent to which a driver feels that some people 
important to them will approve of them speeding while, at the same time, others 
will disapprove. 
•	 Control ambivalence – the extent to which a driver feels that they have control 
over some factors leading them to speed, but do not have control over other 
factors. 
2.3.4 Other measures 
In addition to the measures described above, items to measure perceptions of how 
easy or difficult it is for drivers to identify different speed limit areas were included 
in the questionnaire. Participants were asked to respond to the following items on 
nine-point scales: ‘In general, how difficult or easy do you think it is to identify the 
speed limit when you are driving in . . . 20 mph, 30 mph, 40 mph, 50 mph, 60 mph 
and 70 mph speed limit areas?’ (extremely difficult – extremely easy). 
At phase one, participants were asked: ‘If you were caught for speeding and were 
able to choose between the following two options, which would you choose? – (a) a 
fine plus three points on your licence or (b) attending a course about the dangers of 
speeding (assume the course is half a day in a classroom environment, and half a 
day practical session with an instructor in a car, and will cost you the same as a 
fine.’ This item was included to provide information on the proportion of people 
who may opt for a course and their demographic characteristics. 
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Finally participants were asked a series of questions to measure the frequency with 
which they consider they drive faster than the speed limit, on different road types, 
and at different speed limits, and by different amounts. 
A copy of the final questionnaires used in phase one and phase two of the survey can 
be found in Appendix 3. Other than the removal of three questions in the phase two 
questionnaire (to avoid repetition of factual questions where there would be no 
change over time), the two questionnaires are the same. 
2.4 Data collection 
A large pilot survey was undertaken with the Bedfordshire and Luton Casualty 
Reduction Partnership in November 2007. The Partnership dispatched 
questionnaires to 2,014 drivers who were in scope for the study. Following reminder 
letters, the response rate was 24%. The methodology was considered successful and 
the response rate good, but some of the questions were refined for the main survey. 
Following the pilot study, contact was made with the five police forces that were in 
scope for, and had agreed to take part in, the main survey. Detailed requirements of 
the tasks to be undertaken were discussed in detail. Forces were provided with 
detailed written procedures of the process. 
The police forces were asked to distribute questionnaires (provided by MVA 
Consultancy in sealed envelopes) on behalf of MVA to all drivers in scope for the 
survey. Police forces were therefore not required to release the details of the drivers 
to a third party. 
Questionnaires were sent by the five forces to all drivers for whom: 
•	 a fixed penalty notice with a conditional offer had been issued and accepted for 
an offence which took place between 1 December 2007 and mid-March 2008; 
•	 the offence was caught by camera; 
•	 the offence was detected in the 10% + 2 mph to 10% + 6 mph range; 
•	 the offence took place in a 30 mph, 40 mph, 50 mph, 60 mph or 70 mph speed 
limit area. 
In the rest of this report these drivers are referred to as ‘in-scope’. 
The first batch of questionnaires for collecting baseline data from drivers (phase 
one) were dispatched by the five forces on 27 and 28 March 2008. Reminder letters 
were sent out on 11 April 2008. The closing date for questionnaires was the 30 April 
2008. 
A total of 13,619 questionnaires were distributed, split by police force as follows: 
23 
Monitoring Speed Awareness Courses: Baseline Data Collection 
• West Mercia – 6,225; 
• Cumbria – 3,579; 
• Bedfordshire – 1,993; 
• Cheshire – 1,673; and 
• Surrey – 149. 
Six months later (phase two), MVA provided the police forces with the serial 
numbers of the questionnaires returned in phase one. A second questionnaire was 
sent to all 2,916 drivers who returned a valid questionnaire in phase one. These were 
dispatched by the five forces on 27 October 2008. Reminder letters were sent out on 
10 November 2008. The closing date for questionnaires was the end of November 
2008. 
MVA Consultancy had anonymous serial numbers for each person who had 
responded to the two phases of the survey. Police forces had the personal details of 
drivers linked to each serial number, and for each serial number were able to provide 
MVA with the age and gender of the driver, the speed limit in the area in which they 
had been speeding, and the speed they had been travelling when they were caught. 
In addition, they were asked to provide information about any subsequent speeding 
offences. 
During the survey a telephone and email helpline was in operation to deal with 
queries and concerns of those receiving questionnaires. This was well used, with 
some people wanting to talk about their recent fixed penalties. Some people were 
concerned about being sent a questionnaire which they assumed was linked to their 
recent speeding offence, and hence they were concerned that their details had been 
released to a third party. We were able to reassure them that we did not hold their 
details nor would we disclose the information on their individual questionnaires to 
any other organisation, including the department for Transport and the police. 
The final datasets of those who responded to both phases of the survey were 
combined, coded and cleaned. The data from valid respondents in phase two of the 
survey were matched to their previous response provided in the first questionnaire 
six months earlier, to the additional data provided by the police (described above), 
and to new data provided by the police on further speeding offences over the past six 
months. 
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3 RESPONSE RATES AND WEIGHTING 
3.1 Response rate 
The overall response rate to phase one of the survey was 22.7%. Of the 13,619 
questionnaires distributed to drivers, 3,095 questionnaires were returned. 
Of the 3,095 returned questionnaires, 179 (5.8%) were rejected from further 
analysis. Reasons for rejection were: 
•	 120 questionnaires had been answered by a different member of the household 
to the person to whom it was addressed (this was evident because either the 
gender of the respondent did not match the gender provided by the police, and/or 
the age of the respondent differed from that on the police data by more than two 
years); 
•	 28 questionnaires contained only comments and none of the questions were 
answered; 
•	 28 had the serial number removed and so it would not be possible to link the 
questionnaires to the second survey six months later, nor to the police data; and 
•	 three had no matching data provided by the police. 
Discounting these questionnaires, the number of valid questionnaires was 2,916 and 
the valid response rate was 21.4%. One hundred of these questionnaires were 
returned on-line via the website and 2,816 were returned by post. 
Of the 2,916 questionnaires distributed to drivers who had returned valid 
questionnaires in phase one, 1,455 questionnaires were returned in phase two. The 
overall response rate for phase two was 50%. 
Of the 1,455 returned questionnaires, 52 (3.6%) were rejected from further analysis. 
Reasons for rejection were: 
•	 12 questionnaires had been answered by a different person from phase one (this 
was evident either because the gender of the respondent did not match, and/or 
the age of the respondent differed from that of the phase one respondent by more 
than two years); 
•	 38 questionnaires contained only comments and none of the questions were 
answered; and 
•	 two questionnaires had the serial number removed and so it was not possible to 
link the questionnaires to the phase one or police data. 
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Discounting these questionnaires the valid response rate was 48.1%, and the number 
of valid questionnaires was 1,403. Twenty-seven of these questionnaires were 
returned on-line via the website and 1,376 were returned by post. 
Table 3.1 shows that the response rate varied little by police force. In phase one, the 
highest response rate was in Cumbria (23%) and the lowest was in Bedfordshire 
(19%). The highest response rate in phase two was Surrey (67%) (note, few 
questionnaires were dispatched in this police force area) and the lowest was in West 
Mercia (46%). 
Table 3.1: Response rate by police force 
Police force Phase one Phase two 
Number of 
question­
naires 
sent out 
(equivalent to 
number of 
offenders in 
scope) 
Number of 
valid 
responses 
Response 
rate for valid 
question­
naires 
(%) 
Number of 
question­
naires 
sent out 
(equivalent to 
number of 
offenders in 
scope) 
Number of 
valid 
responses 
Response 
rate for valid 
question­
naires 
(%) 
Bedfordshire 1,993 386 19 386 189 49 
Cheshire 1,673 365 22 365 190 52 
Cumbria 3,579 810 23 810 392 48 
Surrey 149 32 21 32 20 67 
West Mercia 6,225 1,323 21 1,323 612 46 
Total 13,619 2,916 21 2,916 1,403 48 
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We analysed the response rate by age and gender, these being the only demographic 
variables for which we had police data and therefore the only characteristics for 
which we could compare responders with all offenders. As the police were not able 
to provide data on other demographic variables for all offenders, it was not possible 
to test the representativeness of the sample against all offenders for any other 
demographic characteristics. As would be expected (and is the case in most surveys) 
the lowest response rates were among younger people, and the response rate for 
males was very slightly below that of females. This is true in both phase one and 
phase two, as shown in Table 3.2. 
Table 3.2: Response rate by age and gender 
Age group Response rate for phase one Response rate for both phase one and 
phase two 
Female 
(%) 
Male 
(%) 
Total 
(%) 
Female 
(%) 
Male 
(%) 
Total 
(%) 
17 to 24 
25 to 39 
40 to 59 
60 and over 
Total 
13 
17 
24 
35 
23 
10 
11 
22 
37 
20 
12 
13 
21 
32 
21 
4 
6 
11 
20 
11 
3 
3 
8 
18 
10 
3 
4 
9 
19 
10 
26 
The profile of all offenders to whom we sent the questionnaire and the profile of 
respondents are shown in Table 3.3. In summary: 
•	 there is little difference in the gender of ‘all offenders’ and the gender of 
respondents (63% of offenders and 60% of respondents in both phase one and 
two are male); and 
•	 those who responded to the survey are slightly older than ‘all offenders’ (71% of 
offenders, 82% of phase one respondents and 88% of those who responded to 
both phases are aged 40 plus). These are statistically significant differences at 
the 99% confidence level. 
Table 3.3: Profile of offenders and sample 
Age group All offenders 
(1,3619) 
Phase one respondents 
(2,916) 
Phase two respondents 
(1,403) 
Female 
(%) 
Male 
(%) 
Total 
(%) 
Female 
(%) 
Male 
(%) 
Total 
(%) 
Female 
(%) 
Male 
(%) 
Total 
(%) 
17 to 24 
25 to 39 
40 to 59 
60 and over 
Total 
2 
11 
17 
7 
37 
3 
14 
28 
19 
63 
5 
24* 
45 
26 
100 
1 
8 
19 
12 
40 
1 
7 
24 
27 
60* 
2 
15 
43 
39 
100* 
1 
6 
19 
14 
40 
1 
4 
22 
34 
60* 
2 
10 
41 
47* 
100 
* Totals are affected by the rounding-up of percentages. 
Whilst we had no other demographic data for ‘all offenders’, we were able to 
compare differences between those who responded to phase one of the survey only, 
and those who responded to both phases of the survey. 
There are no significant differences in the social class or ethnicity between those 
who responded only to phase one of the survey and those who responded to both 
phases. As would be expected (given that those who responded to both phases were 
older), those who responded to both phases of the survey are slightly more likely to 
be retired (35%) and are less likely to work full-time (45%) than those who 
responded only to phase one (52% work full-time, 28% retired). These figures are 
provided in Table 3.4. 
Table 3.4: Working status of phase one and phase two respondents 
Working status Phase one respondents 
(%) 
Phase two respondents 
(%) 
Work full-time 
Work part-time 
Not working 
House person 
Retired 
Other 
Total 
52 
13 
1 
3 
28 
2 
100* 
45 
14 
2 
2 
35 
2 
100 
* Total is affected by rounding-up. 
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The above analysis indicates that the only demographic variable where there is a 
notable difference between phase one respondents and non-respondents is age, 
where there is a small effect. So age is the only demographic variable on which the 
phase one respondents are not fully representative of the original sample of 
offenders who were sent a questionnaire. The same pattern emerges from a 
comparison of the phase two respondents and non-respondents – the only variable 
where there is a difference is age. 
Therefore, for the purposes of describing the data in the following sections (and 
consistent with standard procedures) we have weighted the responses given by those 
who responded to both phases one and two by age of those who were sent a 
questionnaire, i.e. of all drivers in the five forces who were in scope for the survey. 
The weighting factors that have been applied are shown in Table 3.5. The weighting 
factors were calculated by dividing the percentage of offenders in each age group by 
the percentage of phase two respondents in the same age group. 
Table 3.5: Weighting factors 
Age group Per cent of offenders 
in age group: 
phase two 
Per cent of offenders 
in age group: 
all 
Weight 
17 to 24 
25 to 39 
40 to 59 
60 and over 
Total 
1.497 
10.192 
41.055 
47.256 
100 
4.555 
24.231 
45.173 
26.041 
100 
3.043 
2.377 
1.100 
0.551 
Note, figures have been rounded to three decimal places for the purposes of this table. 
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4 BASELINE DATA CHARACTERISTICS 
4.1 Introduction 
This section describes the responses of the 1,403 respondents who completed both 
phases of the survey. 
For the analysis described in this section, the data are weighted by the age of all 
drivers who were sent a questionnaire – i.e. by all drivers from the five forces who 
were in scope. (The weighting procedure is described in Section 3.) 
4.2 Demographic characteristics of respondents 
This section describes the respondents by age; gender; ethnic group; age of children; 
working status; current or pre-retirement type of work; number of cars/vans 
available to household for private use; owner of the vehicle normally used; and 
number of years they have held a full driving licence. 
Tables 4.1–4.9 show the demographic characteristics of respondents in detail. In 
summary: 
•	 over 70% of respondents were aged over 40 years, and just over a quarter (26%) 
were aged over 60 years; 
•	 just over half the respondents (54%) were male; 
•	 98% of respondents were White; 
•	 just over a third of respondents (37%) had a child/children aged 0–16 years and 
slightly more (43%) had children aged over 18 years; 
•	 almost three-quarters of respondents (71%) were in full- or part-time work and 
21% were retired; 
•	 about three-quarters of respondents (76%) were currently (or were pre­
retirement) in senior or junior management positions – 62% of whom said they 
were in senior management positions (47% of all respondents); 
•	 81% of respondents had one or two cars/vans available to their household for 
private use, 17% had three or more and 2% had none; 
•	 86% of respondents owned their own vehicle; and 
•	 only 9% of respondents had held a licence for up to 10 years, and almost equal 
numbers had held a licence for 11–30 years (44%) and more than 30 years 
(46%). 
More detailed demographic information about respondents is provided in Tables 4.1 
to 4.9. Note, not all totals add up to 1,403 as some answers were missing on the 
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returned questionnaires. The tables show the responses that were given in the second 
questionnaire which respondents completed, except for Tables 4.3 (ethnic group), 
4.6 (current or pre-retirement working situation) and 4.10 (miles driven in a typical 
year), where the questions were asked only in the first questionnaire. 
Table 4.1: Age group 
Age group n Percentage 
17 to 24 years 64 5 
25 to 39 years 340 24 
40 to 59 years 634 45 
60 years and over 365 26 
Total 1,403 100 
Table 4.2: Gender 
Gender n Percentage 
Male 761 54 
Female 642 46 
Total 1,403 100 
Table 4.3: Ethnic group 
Ethnic group n Percentage 
White 
Mixed race 
Asian or Asian British 
Black or Black British 
Total 
1,360 
17 
16 
2 
1,395 
98 
1 
1 
Less than 1 
100 
Table 4.4: With children in age group 
Child age group n Percentage 
0–10 years 
11–16 years 
17–18 years 
Over 18 years 
No children reported/no response given 
Base: 
311 
216 
85 
602 
409 
1,403 
22 
15 
6 
43 
29 
30 
Table 4.5: Working status 
Working status n Percentage 
Work full-time (30 hours or more per 
week) 
Work part-time (8–29 hours per week) 
Retired 
House person 
Registered unemployed/unemployed, 
but not registered/not working/work 
under 8 hours 
Student 
Disabled/long-term sick/maternity leave 
Total 
777 
200 
294 
39 
29 
25 
12 
1,376 
56 
15 
21 
3 
2 
2 
1 
100 
Table 4.6: Current or pre-retirement working situation 
Working situation n Percentage 
Senior managerial 
Junior managerial 
Skilled manual worker 
Semi-skilled or unskilled manual worker 
Student, housewife/husband, 
unemployed 
610 
385 
146 
96 
72 
47 
29 
11 
7 
6 
Table 4.7: Number of cars/vans available to household for private use 
Cars available n Percentage 
0 
1 
2 
3+ 
Total 
26  
501 
621 
230 
1,377* 
2 
36 
45 
17 
100 
* Total is affected by rounding-up. 
Table 4.8: Owner of vehicle normally used 
Usual vehicle n Percentage 
Your own vehicle 
A company vehicle 
Another member of the family’s vehicle 
Total 
1,161 
147 
42 
1,350 
86 
11 
3 
100 
31 
Table 4.10 shows that 70% of respondents drive between 5,000 and 19,500 miles per 
year, and that just over a quarter (26%) drive more than 14,500 miles in a typical 
year. 
Table 4.9: Years held full driving licence 
Years held licence n Percentage 
Up to 10 years 126 9 
11 to 20 years 281 20 
21 to 30 years 337 24 
31 to 40 years 329 23 
41 to 50 years 214 15 
Over 50 years 117 8 
Total 1,403* 100* 
* Totals are affected by rounding-up. 
4.3 Driving patterns of respondents 
Tables 4.10 to 4.15 provide detailed information on the number of miles respondents 
said they drove in a typical year, the frequency with which they drive on different 
road types and for different purposes, and the frequency with which they consider 
they exceed the speed limit by various amounts in 30 mph, 60 mph and 70 mph 
speed limit areas. 
Table 4.10: Miles driven in a typical year 
Annual mileage n Percentage 
Up to 4,500 miles 186 14 
5,000 to 9,500 miles 331 26 
10,000 to 14,500 miles 440 34 
15,000 to 19,500 miles 129 10 
20,000 to 29,500 miles 112 9 
30,000 miles and over 96 7 
Total 1,294 100 
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Table 4.11 shows that 93% of respondents drive on urban roads at least once a week, 
of whom half do so everyday; 79% of respondents drive on country roads at least 
Table 4.11: Frequency of driving on different road types 
How often Urban roads Country roads Fast dual-carriageways 
or motorways 
n % n % n % 
Never 
Less than once a month 
About once a month 
About once a fortnight 
1–3 days a week 
4–6 days a week 
Every day 
Total 
3 
22 
24 
50 
280 
355 
658 
1,393* 
0 
2 
2 
4 
20 
26 
47 
100* 
10 
58 
61 
160 
366 
293 
440 
1,389* 
1 
4 
4 
12 
26 
21 
32 
100* 
13 
133 
151 
257 
415 
247 
179 
1,394* 
1 
10 
11 
18 
30 
18 
13 
100* 
* Totals are affected by rounding-up. 
32 
once a week, of whom 40% do so everyday; and 61% of respondents drive on 
motorways and dual-carriageways at least once a week, of whom 21% do so 
everyday. 
Table 4.12 shows that 94% of respondents drive for personal reasons at least once a 
week; 70% drive with this frequency to get to or from work or education; and 40% 
do so in the course of their work and 9% do so as a professional driver. 
Table 4.12: Frequency of driving for different purposes 
How often To/from work, In course of work As professional Personal reasons 
college or driver 
university 
n % n % n % n % 
Never 330 25 469 36 1,087 90 3 0 
Less than once a 27 2 147 11 11 1 7 1 
month 
About once a month 15 1 80 6 4 0 8 1 
About once a 23 2 84 6 2 0 50 4 
fortnight 
1–3 days a week 160 12 216 17 19 2 630 45 
4–6 days a week 447 34 171 13 39 3 393 28 
Every day 310 24 127 10 44 4 295 21 
Total 1,312 100 1,294 100* 1,206 100 1,386 100 
* Total is affected by rounding-up. 
Tables 4.13–4.15 show the percentage of people who say they never exceed the 
speed limit by 5 mph, 10 mph and 20 mph on different types of road. The tables 
show that: 
•	 in urban areas with a 30 mph speed limit, 90% of respondents consider they 
never drive at 50 mph, 50% consider they never drive at 40 mph and 16% 
consider this to be the case at 35 mph; 
•	 in 60 mph speed limits, 88% of respondents consider they never drive at 80 mph, 
61% consider they never drive at 70 mph and 34% consider this to be the case at 
65 mph; and 
•	 in 70 mph speed limits, 74% of respondents consider they never drive at 90 mph, 
38% consider they never drive at 80 mph and 21% consider this to be the case at 
75 mph. 
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Table 4.13: Frequency driven over 30 mph speed limit in urban areas 
How often At 35 mph At 40 mph At 50 mph 
n % n % n % 
Never 
Less than once a month 
About once a month 
About once a fortnight 
1–3 days a week 
4–6 days a week 
Every day 
Total 
223 
328 
144 
209 
295 
99 
66 
1,365* 
16 
24 
11 
15 
22 
7 
5 
100 
654 
327 
103 
96 
102 
20 
10 
1,312 
50 
25 
8 
7 
8 
2 
1 
100* 
1,173 
90 
18 
12 
8 
0 
5 
1,305* 
90 
7 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
100 
* Totals are affected by rounding-up. 
Table 4.14: Frequency driven over 60 mph speed limit on country road 
How often At 65 mph At 70 mph At 80 mph 
n % n % n % 
Never 
Less than once a month 
About once a month 
About once a fortnight 
1–3 days a week 
4–6 days a week 
Every day 
Total 
463 
303 
145 
180 
172 
62 
27 
1,353* 
34 
22 
11 
13 
13 
5 
2 
100 
800 
219 
93 
94 
70 
25 
10 
1,311 
61 
17 
7 
7 
5 
2 
1 
100 
1,152 
95 
20 
25 
11 
3 
3 
1,309 
88 
7 
2 
2 
1 
0 
0 
100 
* Total is affected by rounding-up. 
Table 4.15: Frequency driven over 70 mph limit on dual-carriageway/motorway 
How often At 75 mph At 80 mph At 90 mph 
n % n % n % 
Never 
Less than once a month 
About once a month 
About once a fortnight 
1–3 days a week 
4–6 days a week 
Every day 
Total 
275 
317 
195 
208 
205 
93 
41 
1,333* 
21 
24 
15 
16 
15 
7 
3 
100* 
493 
276 
160 
159 
142 
53 
22 
1,306* 
38 
21 
12 
12 
11 
4 
2 
100 
959 
186 
45 
52 
35 
10 
10 
1,297 
74 
14 
3 
4 
3 
1 
1 
100 
* Totals are affected by rounding-up. 
4.4	 Accidents, near accidents and subsequent speeding 
offences 
Sixty-one respondents (4%) had been involved in an accident in the last six months, 
and only four people had been involved in more than one accident. Table 4.16 shows 
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that 59% believed they had been involved in at least one near miss in the last six 
months, 12% of whom considered they had been involved in more than two near 
misses. 
Table 4.16: How many accidents just avoided in the last six months 
Accidents avoided n Percentage 
Never 
1 or 2 times 
3 to 5 times 
6 to 10 times 
More than 10 times 
Total 
562 
722 
70 
11 
15 
1,380 
41 
52 
5 
1 
1 
100 
In the six months between the two questionnaires, 16 of the respondents (1%) were 
caught for committing a further speeding offence, two of whom had committed two 
further offences. 
4.5	 Respondents’ views about driving faster than the speed 
limit 
Figure 4.1 describes respondents in terms of which factors they think are positive 
about driving faster than the speed limit. Of the 1,403 respondents, 76% selected at 
least one factor from a list provided or gave an ‘other’ reason. Of those who 
responded, over half stated ‘getting there faster’ (61%) or ‘don’t hold up other 
drivers’ (56%), and slightly fewer said ‘no pressure from cars behind’ (43%). 
The most frequently cited ‘other’ reasons (not prompted), together mentioned by 5% 
of respondents, were that it is ‘safer/avoids accidents’; ‘overtaking/changing/ 
avoiding lorries’; ‘moving with the traffic flow’; ‘more comfortable/enjoyable’; 
‘pride in driving expertise’; ‘keeping aware/avoiding boredom’; ‘making more 
efficient use of the road’; and ‘avoiding being late’. 
Figure 4.2 describes respondents in terms of which factors they think are negative 
about driving faster than the speed limit. Of the 1,403 respondents, 96% selected at 
least one factor from a list provided or gave an ‘other’ reason. Each factor on the list 
provided was considered negative by at least half of those who responded. More 
than three-quarters of those who answered this question considered ‘more risk of 
injury to self/others in an accident’, ‘risk of being caught’, ‘risk of losing licence’ 
and ‘more risk of getting injured in an accident’ to be negative. 
The most frequently cited ‘other’ reasons (not prompted), together mentioned by 1% 
of respondents, were ‘stress’, ‘upset other road users’ and ‘more likely to cause an 
accident’. 
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Figure 4.1: Positives of driving faster than the speed limit 
Figure 4.2: Negatives of driving faster than the speed limit 
Figure 4.3 describes respondents in terms of which factors they think make it 
difficult to avoid driving faster than the speed limit. Of the 1,403 respondents, 96% 
selected at least one factor from a list provided or gave an ‘other’ reason. Of those 
who responded, just over three-quarters find it difficult when the speed limit is not 
clearly signed and over half when driving on quiet/straight roads, when in a hurry or 
late, or when other vehicles are exceeding the speed limit. 
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Figure 4.3: Reasons it is difficult to avoid driving faster than the speed limit 
The most frequently cited other reasons (not prompted), together mentioned by 3% 
of respondents, were ‘being tailgated by other vehicles’, ‘when overtaking lorries or 
slow vehicles’, ‘children/distractions in the car’, ‘difficulties continually checking 
the speedometer’ and perceptions of ‘odd/low speed limits’. 
4.6	 Demographic characteristics of those who say they would 
attend a speed awareness course 
Respondents were asked whether, if they were caught for speeding and had the 
choice, they would choose: (a) a fine and three points on their licence; or (b) a 
course about the dangers of speeding (half day in a classroom environment and half 
day with an instructor in a car), costing the same as the fine. Eighty-two per cent 
said they would opt for a speed awareness course. While there was no difference 
between men and women answering this question: 
•	 those aged 25–59 were more likely to opt for a course (85%) than those aged 
over 60 (76%) and those aged 17–24 (71%) – this difference was statistically 
significant at the 99% level; 
•	 people who are working full- or part-time were less likely to opt for a course 
(84%) than those who are unemployed, self-employed, not working, working 
under eight hours a week, on maternity or on sick leave (97%), but are more 
likely to opt for a course than those who are retired (76%) – this difference was 
statistically significant at the 99% level; 
•	 senior and junior managers are more likely to opt for a course (85%) than skilled 
manual workers (80%) or semi-skilled or unskilled workers (74%) – this 
difference was statistically significant at the 95% level; and 
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•	 those who normally drive a company vehicle are more likely to opt for a course 
(90%) than those who normally drive their own vehicle (81%) or another 
member of the family’s vehicle (77%) – this difference was statistically 
significant at the 99% level. 
4.7	 The mean scores on social cognition constructs and 
behaviour 
In the analyses reported below, global measures of the social cognition variables and 
self-reported speeding behaviour were used. For each participant, the mean score on 
the three items used to measure instrumental attitude towards speeding on (1) urban 
roads, (2) rural roads, and (3) fast dual-carriageways and motorways was used as an 
overall (global) measure for instrumental attitude towards speeding (i.e. across all 
road types). This procedure was followed for each social cognition variable and for 
self-reported speeding behaviour. Analyses testing the validity and reliability of 
these measures are presented in Section 4 and provide support for treating the data 
in this way. 
Table 4.17 shows the mean and standard deviation for each social cognition measure 
and self-reported speeding behaviour at both phase one and phase two of the study. 
The table also shows the findings of repeated measures ANOVA (analysis of 
variance) analyses, which were conducted to test whether the differences between 
the phase one and phase two scores were statistically significant. Since the large 
sample size achieved in the present study means that even negligible differences 
could be statistically significant, we also calculated Cohen’s d statistic for each 
pairwise comparison. These statistics show whether the differences between the 
phase one and phase two scores are of a meaningful magnitude. The minimum d 
value that is conventionally accepted as demonstrating a meaningful difference 
between mean scores is 0.20. A d value of 0.20 is regarded as a ‘small’, but 
meaningful, difference’; a d value of 0.50 is regarded as a ‘medium’difference; and 
a d value of 0.80 or over is regarded as a ‘large’difference (Cohen, 1988). 
It can be seen from Table 4.17 that, while participants’ scores on some of the 
measures were significantly different between phase one and phase two of the study, 
just one of these differences was a meaningful difference as indicated by the d 
statistics, and in this case the difference was very small (d for phase one – phase 
two difference in attitude ambivalence = 0.21). These findings are perhaps 
unsurprising given that no manipulation of cognition or behaviour (e.g. a speed 
awareness course) was introduced during the six-month time gap between phase one 
and phase two for this sample of participants. 
With respect to the means shown in Table 4.17, it can be seen that, at both time 
points, participants were negatively orientated towards exceeding the speed limit. 
They reported, on average, that they had negative attitudes (both instrumental and 
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Table 4.17: Means and standard deviations on social cognition and behaviour measures 
(phase one versus phase two), tests of statistical significance and effect sizes 
Variable Mean (SD) Range ANOVA 
F for 
d} 
Phase one Phase two Phase one Phase two difference 
(T1 – T2) 
Behaviour 3.74 (1.99) 3.42 (1.96) 1 to 9 1 to 8.5 56.96‡ 0.16 
Intention 2.56 (1.58) 2.56 (1.58) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.00 0.00 
Instrumental attitude 2.90 (1.91) 2.86 (1.82) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.75 0.02 
Affective attitude 2.58 (1.93) 2.43 (1.82) 1 to 9 1 to 9 10.54† 0.07 
Subjective norm 2.61 (1.87) 2.55 (1.79) 1 to 9 1 to 9 1.22 0.02 
Descriptive norm 3.86 (2.17) 3.72 (2.17) 1 to 9 1 to 9 5.62* 0.06 
Perceived controllability 7.96 (1.57) 7.95 (1.53) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.74 0.02 
Self-efficacy 6.74 (2.20) 6.75 (2.16) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.47 0.01 
Overall perceived behavioural 
control 
6.29 (2.29) 6.45 (2.26) 1 to 9 1 to 9 2.26 0.07 
Moral norm 7.40 (1.88) 7.52 (1.77) 1 to 9 1 to 9 12.03† 0.07 
Anticipated regret 6.89 (2.26) 6.80 (2.30) 1 to 9 1 to 9 4.18* 0.04 
Self-identity 1.61 (1.58) 1.55 (1.41) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.30 0.01 
Attitude ambivalence 0.28 (2.79) 0.75 (2.51) 3 to 9  3 to 8.67 61.94‡ 0.21 
Normative ambivalence 0.01 (3.38) 0.59 (2.85) 3 to 9  3 to 9 39.23‡ 0.17 
Control ambivalence 1.63 (2.90) 1.31 (2.88) 3 to 9  3 to 9 12.46‡ 0.11 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived 
likelihood of being involved in a 
car crash due to speeding 
compared with the average 
driver of your age and sex) 
7.43 (1.61) 7.39 (1.60) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.14 0.01 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived 
likelihood of being caught for 
speeding compared with the 
average driver of your age and 
sex) 
7.05 (1.84) 7.02 (1.82) 1 to 9 1 to 9 0.34 0.01 
* p , 0.05 
† p , 0.01 
‡ p ,0.001 
§ d = 0.20 is a small-sized effect; d = 0.50 is a medium-sized effect; d = 0.80 is a large sized effect 
affective) and intentions to speed, that they perceived little social pressure to speed 
(subjective norm), that speeding did not form a very important part of their self-
concept (self-identity) and that they exceeded speed limits relatively infrequently. 
They also reported, on average, that they had considerable control over whether they 
could avoid speeding (perceived controllability and self-efficacy), that they believed 
speeding to be morally wrong, that they anticipated regret for speeding, and that 
they believed they had a good chance, compared with the average driver, of being 
involved in a traffic accident and being caught by the police if they exceeded the 
speed limit. The mean scores for attitudinal, normative and control ambivalence 
were also low, meaning that participants, on average, were reasonably ‘sure’ in their 
ratings of their attitudes, subjective norms and perceptions of control (e.g. with 
respect to attitudes, participants who perceived that the negative outcomes of 
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speeding are very negative also perceived that the positive outcomes of speeding are 
not very positive).3 
The finding that participants were, on average, negatively orientated towards 
exceeding the speed limit is consistent with previous self-report surveys of general 
population drivers (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003) and is perhaps unsurprising given that 
the present sample consisted of drivers caught for exceeding the speed limit by only 
a relatively ‘small’ amount (between 10% + 2 mph and 10% + 6 mph). Anyone 
exceeding the speed limit by more than 10% + 6 mph is not eligible for a speed 
awareness course and so we did not survey them. At face value, therefore, the data 
suggest that speed awareness courses have some, but not much, scope to change the 
variables shown in Table 4.17. This might suggest that, in addition to drivers caught 
for exceeding the speed limit by between 10% + 2 mph and 10% + 6 mph, speed 
awareness courses should be targeted at offenders who are caught for driving in 
excess of 10% + 6 mph above the speed limit, under the assumption that such 
drivers will potentially be more positively orientated towards speeding and thus 
more suitable candidates for intervention (also see McKenna, 2004). However, it is 
also important to note that, for the present sample, scores on the social cognition 
and self-reported speeding behaviour variables were reasonably widely spread 
around the means, as shown by the standard deviations in Table 4.17. Also, as the 
table shows, participants’ scores on each measure ranged from the bottom end of the 
scale (which, in most cases, is 1) to the top end of the scale (9). Therefore, the 
sample consisted not only of individuals who, for example, had very negative 
attitudes towards speeding, but also individuals who had very positive attitudes.4 
To provide more insight into the potential for speed awareness courses to change 
participants’ scores on the social cognition and behaviour measures we conducted a 
separate set of analyses in which we examined the scope to change scores on each 
measure by ‘small’, ‘moderate’ and ‘large’ amounts. For each measure separately, 
we used a 0.2 standard deviation change to represent a ‘small’ level change, a 0.5 
standard deviation change to represent a ‘moderate’ level change and a 0.8 standard 
deviation change to represent a ‘large’ change (note that these criteria for ‘small’, 
‘moderate’ and ‘large’ changes correspond to the Cohen’s d statistics described 
above, e.g. a 0.2 standard deviation change is equivalent to a Cohen’s d of 0.2). We 
then calculated the proportion of the sample whose scores on each measure, prior to 
3 The attitude, normative and control ambivalence measures were calculated using the 
items that tapped the positive and negative poles of attitude, subjective norm and 
perceived control, respectively. Higher scores equate to more ambivalent attitudes, 
perceptions of social pressure (normative ambivalence) and perceptions of control (see 
Appendix 1). 
4 Note that, in any subsequent evaluation of speed awareness courses, it would be 
possible to exclude participants who are already extremely negatively orientated 
towards speeding. Thus, analyses to investigate the effects of speed awareness 
courses on social cognition and self-reported behaviour measures could focus only on 
those participants for whom there is scope to change. 
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Table 4.18:	 Scope for changing participants’ scores on each measure by ‘small’ (0.2 SD), 
‘moderate’ (0.5 SD) and ‘large’ (0.8 SD) amounts 
Per cent of sample that had scope to ‘improve’ by a . . .  
‘small’ (0.2 SD) ‘moderate’ (0.5 SD) ‘large’ (0.8 SD) 
amount amount amount 
Speeding behaviour 88.2 82.1 64.7
 
Intention to speed
 81.2 57.9 56.3
 
Instrumental attitude
 65.8 63.4 48.1
 
Affective attitude
 55.3 53.5 37.5
 
Subjective norm
 56.9 55.5 42.5
 
Descriptive norm
 83.0 66.7 61.4
 
Perceived controllability
 49.9 43.0 28.2
 
Self-efficacy
 76.0 54.5 48.4
 
Overall perceived behavioural
 79.3 64.8 58.4
 
control
 
Moral norm
 55.4 40.7 65.1
 
Anticipated regret
 51.4 45.5 22.0
 
Self-identity
 22.0 20.4 12.0
 
Attitude ambivalence
 69.6 62.6 46.5
 
Normative ambivalence
 62.0 47.3 43.3
 
Control ambivalence
 90.4 86.8 77.3 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived 64.8 60.7 41.2
 
likelihood of being involved in
 
a car crash due to speeding)
 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived 74.3 65.0 52.2
 
likelihood of being caught for
 
speeding)
 
intervention, could potentially change by those amounts. For example, the standard 
deviation on the measure of intention to speed was 1.58 (see Table 4.18). A ‘small’ 
change in intention scores would therefore be a change of 0.316 scale points (i.e. 
1.58 x 0.2 = 0.316). Given that, from a safety perspective, the most desirable score 
on the intention measure is 1 (i.e. no intention to speed), any driver in the sample 
who scored 1.316 or more on the intention measure had the scope to ‘improve’ by a 
‘small’ amount. 
Table 4.18 presents the findings from the analyses. It can be seen that, for virtually 
all of the variables, there was a considerable proportion of offenders who had the 
scope to ‘improve’ by small, moderate and large magnitudes. The notable exception 
was self-identity – there were just 22% of participants whose self-identity scores 
had scope to change by a small amount. For the remaining variables, there were 
between 50% and 90% of offenders whose scores had scope to improve by a small 
amount, between 43% and 87% whose scores had scope to improve by a moderate 
amount, and between 28% and 77% whose scores had scope to improve by a large 
amount. It is worth noting in relation to these findings that educational interventions 
typically produce between ‘small’ and ‘moderate’ changes in cognitive variables and 
‘small’ changes in behaviour (for a review see Hardeman et al. (2002)), and the 
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present data suggest that there is a large number of offenders who are eligible to 
attend speed awareness courses whose cognitions and behaviour have the scope to 
be changed by these magnitudes. 
4.8	 The effect of gender on mean scores on social cognition 
constructs 
Table 4.19 shows the effects of gender on each of the social cognition variables and 
the self-reported speeding behaviour at phase one of the study. Table 4.20 shows the 
gender effects at phase two. It can be seen that females were more negatively 
oriented towards speeding than were males. Compared with males, females’ 
attitudes (both instrumental and affective) and intentions to speed were more 
negative; they perceived less social pressure (subjective norm) to speed; they were 
more likely to state that speeding was not an important part of their self-identity; 
and they reported exceeding the speed limit less frequently. They were also less 
ambivalent in their ratings of their attitudes and subjective norm than were males. 
42 
Table 4.19:	 Means 
sex (at 
(standard deviations) on social cognition constructs and behaviour 
phase one), tests of statistical significance and effect sizes 
by 
Variable Sex ANOVA 
F 
d} 
Male Female 
Behaviour 
Intention 
Instrumental attitude 
Affective attitude 
Subjective norm 
Descriptive norm 
Perceived controllability 
Self-efficacy 
Overall perceived behavioural 
Moral norm 
Anticipated regret 
Self-identity 
Attitude ambivalence 
Normative ambivalence 
Control ambivalence 
control 
3.96 
2.83 
3.24 
2.91 
2.74 
3.74 
7.79 
6.34 
6.06 
7.00 
6.44 
1.72 
0.25 
0.33 
1.65 
(2.06) 
(1.72) 
(2.01) 
(2.08) 
(1.92) 
(2.17) 
(1.71) 
(2.31) 
(2.33) 
(2.06) 
(2.40) 
(1.64) 
(2.86) 
(3.35) 
(2.93) 
3.48 
2.26 
2.51 
2.20 
2.47 
3.97 
8.16 
7.20 
6.67 
7.86 
7.40 
1.47 
0.90 
0.41 
1.59 
(1.88) 
(1.33) 
(1.72) 
(1.66) 
(1.80) 
(2.17) 
(1.35) 
(1.97) 
(2.23) 
(1.53) 
(1.97) 
(1.49) 
(2.58) 
(3.37) 
(2.87) 
20.11‡ 
46.66‡ 
51.67‡ 
48.49‡ 
6.84† 
3.30 
18.85‡ 
55.21‡ 
31.32‡ 
76.92‡ 
65.87‡ 
8.87† 
59.75‡ 
16.98‡ 
0.15 
0.24 
0.37 
0.39 
0.37 
0.14 
0.11 
0.24 
0.40 
0.27 
0.47 
0.43 
0.16 
0.42 
0.22 
0.02 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived likelihood 
of being involved in a car crash due to 
speeding compared with the average 
driver of your age and sex) 
7.42 (1.64) 7.44 (1.58) 0.06 0.01 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived likelihood 
of being caught for speeding compared 
with the average driver of your age and 
sex) 
6.92 (1.88) 7.20 (1.77) 7.99† 0.15 
* 
† 
‡ 
§ 
p 
p 
p 
d 
, 0.05 
, 0.01 
, 0.001 
= 0.20 is a small-sized effect; d = 0.50 is a medium-sized effect; d = 0.80 is a large sized effect 
Table 4.20:	 Means (standard deviations) on social cognition constructs and behaviour by 
sex (at phase two), tests of statistical significance and effect sizes 
Variable Sex ANOVA d} 
F 
Male Female 
Behaviour 3.64 (1.99) 3.17 (1.89) 20.42‡ 0.24 
Intention 2.84 (1.72) 2.24 (1.32) 51.10‡ 0.39 
Instrumental attitude 3.21 (1.90) 2.45 (1.63) 63.42‡ 0.43 
Affective attitude 2.66 (1.93) 2.17 (1.65) 26.46‡ 0.27 
Subjective norm 2.72 (1.88) 2.36 (1.65) 13.47‡ 0.20 
Descriptive norm 3.66 (2.21) 3.80 (2.11) 1.40 0.06 
Perceived controllability 7.87 (1.57) 8.04 (1.48) 4.31* 0.11 
Self-efficacy 6.38 (2.31) 7.17 (1.89) 47.83‡ 0.37 
Overall perceived behavioural control 6.23 (2.37) 6.80 (2.13) 26.73‡ 0.25 
Moral norm 7.11 (2.00) 7.98 (1.33) 86.75‡ 0.51 
Anticipated regret 6.38 (2.38) 7.29 (2.10) 55.53‡ 0.40 
Self-identity 1.62 (1.46) 1.47 (1.35) 4.25* 0.11 
Attitude ambivalence 0.41 (2.49) 1.15 (2.47) 29.81‡ 0.30 
Normative ambivalence 0.26 (3.00) 0.97 (2.62) 21.61‡ 0.25 
Control ambivalence 1.48 (2.93) 1.11 (2.82) 5.49* 0.13 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived likelihood of being 7.31 (1.65) 7.49 (1.53) 4.37* 0.11 
involved in a car crash due to speeding 
compared with the average driver of your age 
and sex) 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived likelihood of being 6.81 (1.90) 7.25 (1.70) 19.83† 0.24 
caught for speeding compared with the average 
driver of your age and sex) 
* p , 0.05 
† p , 0.01 
‡ p , 0.001 
§ d = 0.20 is a small-sized effect; d = 0.50 is a medium-sized effect; d = 0.80 is a large-sized 
Furthermore, females perceived more personal control (perceived controllability and 
self-efficacy) over whether or not they could avoid speeding; were more likely to 
believe that speeding was morally wrong; were more likely to anticipate regret for 
speeding; and were more likely to believe that, compared with the average driver, 
they had a greater chance of being involved in a road traffic crash and getting caught 
for speeding. In general, these trends were of a small to medium effect size (see d 
statistics in Tables 4.19 and 4.20), and they are consistent with previous research on 
the general population of drivers, which has also shown that females are more 
negatively orientated towards speeding than males (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003; French et 
al., 1993; Meadows and Stradling, 2000; Quimby et al., 1999; Stradling, 2000). 
4.9	 The effect of age on mean scores on social cognition 
constructs 
The effects of age on each social cognition measure and self-reported speeding 
behaviour are shown in Table 4.21 (phase one data) and Table 4.22 (phase two data). 
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Table 4.21: Means (standard deviations) on social cognition constructs and behaviour 
age group (at phase one), tests of statistical significance and effect sizes 
by 
Variable Age group ANOVA 
F 
f } 
17–25 26–35 36–45 46–55 56–65 >65 
Behaviour 3.27 
(1.49) 
4.35 
(2.04) 
4.18 
(2.15) 
3.82 
(1.88) 
3.34 
(1.83) 
2.86 
(1.74) 
18.99‡ 0.26 
Intention 2.33 
(1.41) 
2.93 
(1.66) 
2.88 
(1.72) 
2.67 
(1.58) 
2.32 
(1.47) 
1.85 
(1.05) 
15.89‡ 0.24 
Instrumental attitude 2.83 
(1.76) 
3.05 
(1.91) 
3.21 
(1.96) 
2.92 
(1.83) 
2.73 
(1.91) 
2.41 
(1.89) 
5.10‡ 0.14 
Affective attitude 2.27 
(1.52) 
2.92 
(2.16) 
2.75 
(1.96) 
2.69 
(1.96) 
2.42 
(1.82) 
2.06 
(1.68) 
5.77‡ 0.14 
Subjective norm 2.00 
(1.58) 
2.74 
(1.75) 
2.95 
(1.86) 
2.77 
(1.90) 
2.52 
(1.94) 
1.97 
(1.72) 
9.10‡ 0.18 
Descriptive norm 4.35 
(2.48) 
4.29 
(1.94) 
4.23 
(2.14) 
3.78 
(2.12) 
3.46 
(2.19) 
3.26 
(2.21) 
9.47‡ 0.18 
Perceived controllability 8.33 
(1.02) 
7.71 
(1.67) 
7.87 
(1.64) 
7.95 
(1.59) 
8.06 
(1.53) 
8.18 
(1.40) 
3.05* 0.11 
Self-efficacy 7.20 
(2.23) 
6.84 
(1.81) 
6.60 
(2.38) 
6.45 
(2.23) 
6.72 
(2.25) 
7.18 
(2.07) 
3.56† 0.11 
Overall perceived 7.19 6.34 6.11 6.10 6.25 6.63 4.77‡ 0.11 
behavioural control (1.46) (2.10) (2.41) (2.28) (2.36) (2.33) 
Moral norm 7.65 
(1.82) 
7.19 
(1.71) 
7.19 
(1.95) 
7.31 
(1.97) 
7.47 
(1.89) 
7.92 
(1.70) 
4.97‡ 0.14 
Anticipated regret 6.86 
(2.51) 
6.58 
(1.90) 
6.52 
(2.40) 
6.87 
(2.27) 
7.07 
(2.32) 
7.64 
(2.01) 
7.59‡ 0.17 
Self-identity 1.25 
(0.71) 
1.81 
(1.77) 
1.40 
(1.08) 
1.67 
(1.68) 
1.65 
(1.67) 
1.67 
(1.86) 
2.71* 0.10 
Attitude ambivalence 1.21 
(2.50) 
0.00 
(2.85) 
0.33 
(2.62) 
0.11 
(2.76) 
0.09 
(3.07) 
0.79 
(2.63) 
3.48† 0.11 
Normative ambivalence 0.73 
(3.09) 
0.22 
(3.54) 
0.00 
(3.13) 
0.35 
(3.55) 
0.11 
(3.25) 
0.52 
(3.48) 
2.36* 0.10 
Control ambivalence 1.97 
(3.10) 
1.81 
(2.70) 
1.46 
(2.73) 
1.69 
(2.97) 
1.65 
(2.93) 
1.46 
(3.19) 
0.70 0.05 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived 
likelihood of being involved 
in a car crash due to 
speeding compared with 
the average driver of your 
age and sex) 
7.07 
(1.22) 
6.58 
(1.66) 
7.11 
(1.67) 
7.45 
(1.54) 
7.91 
(1.47) 
8.33 
(1.12) 
37.31‡ 0.37 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived 
likelihood of being caught 
for speeding compared with 
the average driver of your 
age and sex) 
6.84 
(1.88) 
6.41 
(1.73) 
6.73 
(1.81) 
6.85 
(1.92) 
7.46 
(1.77) 
8.13 
(1.31) 
27.20‡ 0.31 
* 
† 
‡ 
§ 
p , 0.05 
p , 0.01 
p , 0.001 
f = 0.10 is a small-sized effect; f = 0.25 is a medium-sized effect; f = 0.40 is a large-sized effect 
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Table 4.22: Means (standard deviations) on social cognition constructs and behaviour 
age group (at phase two), tests of statistical significance and effect sizes 
by 
Variable Age group ANOVA 
F 
f } 
17–25 26–35 36–45 46–55 56–65 >65 
Behaviour 3.26 
(1.76) 
4.02 
(2.12) 
3.84 
(2.01) 
3.56 
(1.92) 
2.95 
(1.73) 
2.53 
(1.62) 
20.27‡ 0.27 
Intention 2.39 
(1.46) 
2.93 
(1.77) 
2.81 
(1.66) 
2.71 
(1.60) 
2.31 
(1.42) 
1.86 
(1.06) 
14.30‡ 0.23 
Instrumental attitude 2.74 
(1.79) 
3.15 
(1.72) 
3.02 
(1.92) 
2.94 
(1.76) 
2.74 
(1.84) 
2.33 
(1.68) 
5.38‡ 0.14 
Affective attitude 3.00 
(2.12) 
2.64 
(1.86) 
2.68 
(1.96) 
2.46 
(1.77) 
2.26 
(1.74) 
1.82 
(1.43) 
8.29‡ 0.17 
Subjective norm 2.30 
(1.78) 
2.49 
(1.57) 
2.76 
(1.72) 
2.85 
(1.99) 
2.45 
(1.78) 
2.01 
(1.67) 
6.84‡ 0.16 
Descriptive norm 3.10 
(1.95) 
4.29 
(2.12) 
3.76 
(2.11) 
3.86 
(2.23) 
3.60 
(2.14) 
3.18 
(2.16) 
7.09‡ 0.16 
Perceived controllability 8.17 
(1.15) 
7.79 
(1.61) 
7.86 
(1.72) 
7.94 
(1.42) 
8.02 
(1.42) 
8.15 
(1.49) 
1.77 0.08 
Self-efficacy 7.39 
(1.55) 
6.58 
(2.16) 
6.60 
(2.20) 
6.47 
(2.32) 
6.88 
(2.07) 
7.28 
(2.01) 
5.36‡ 0.14 
Overall perceived 6.86 6.47 6.35 6.28 6.50 6.65 1.45 0.06 
behavioural control (1.71) (2.06) (2.27) (2.25) (2.31) (2.48) 
Moral norm 7.91 
(1.53) 
7.59 
(1.55) 
7.25 
(1.86) 
7.30 
(1.97) 
7.60 
(1.70) 
8.00 
(1.58) 
6.11‡ 0.15 
Anticipated regret 6.83 
(2.75) 
6.35 
(2.38) 
6.54 
(2.26) 
6.61 
(2.29) 
7.08 
(2.18) 
7.63 
(2.04) 
9.39‡ 0.18 
Self-identity 1.89 
(1.68) 
1.46 
(0.98) 
1.51 
(1.27) 
1.51 
(1.32) 
1.52 
(1.43) 
1.71 
(1.93) 
1.53 0.07 
Attitude ambivalence 0.23 
(3.28) 
0.19 
(3.07) 
0.66 
(2.52) 
0.70 
(2.37) 
1.16 
(2.05) 
1.75 
(1.72) 
16.45‡ 0.25 
Normative ambivalence 0.07 
(2.97) 
0.75 
(2.45) 
0.44 
(2.86) 
0.50 
(2.79) 
0.56 
(2.98) 
1.05 
(3.12) 
2.04 0.08 
Control ambivalence 1.80 
(3.02) 
1.71 
(3.11) 
1.29 
(2.86) 
1.33 
(2.76) 
1.32 
(2.83) 
0.71 
(2.78) 
2.84* 0.11 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived 
likelihood of being involved 
in a car crash due to 
speeding compared with 
the average driver of your 
age and sex) 
7.35 
(1.44) 
6.73 
(1.60) 
7.12 
(1.66) 
7.22 
(1.61) 
7.89 
(1.36) 
8.22 
(1.27) 
28.55‡ 0.33 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived 
likelihood of being caught 
for speeding compared 
with the average driver of 
your age and sex) 
6.56 
(2.15) 
6.53 
(1.90) 
6.61 
(1.87) 
6.76 
(1.76) 
7.51 
(1.60) 
8.11 
(1.22) 
28.86‡ 0.33 
* 
† 
‡ 
§ 
p , 0.05 
p , 0.01 
p , 0.001 
f = 0.10 is a small-sized effect; f = 0.25 is a medium-sized effect; f = 0.40 is a large-sized effect 
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Together, these tables show that the typical age effects found in the general 
population of drivers (Elliott et al., 2003; French et al., 1993; Meadows and 
Stradling, 2000; Quimby et al., 1999; Stradling, 2000) were also found with respect 
to the present sample of speed limit offenders, with older versus younger age groups 
being more negatively orientated towards speeding. In particular, intention to speed 
and self-reported speeding behaviour decreased with age, and the perceived 
likelihood of being caught for speeding and being involved in a car crash due to 
speeding (compared with the ‘average’driver) increased with age.5 These trends 
were between a medium and large effect size. (Note that all other age trends shown 
in Tables 4.21 and 4.22 were of a small to medium magnitude, or were too small to 
be considered meaningful – see f statistics: these are measures of effect size that 
serve the same purpose as the d statistics described earlier, but are used when 
comparing the means of more than two groups. The minimum f value that is 
conventionally accepted as demonstrating a meaningful, but small-sized effect is 
0.10, an f value of 0.25 is regarded as a ‘medium’-sized effect, and an f value of 0.40 
or over is regarded as a ‘large’-sized effect; see Cohen, 1988). 
4.10	 The effect of the speed limit in the area caught speeding on 
mean scores on social cognition constructs 
The mean scores shown in Tables 4.23 and 4.24 show that, compared with those 
drivers caught for speeding in 30 mph areas, drivers caught for speeding in higher 
speed limit areas (40 mph, 50 mph, 60 mph and 70 mph) were slightly less 
negatively orientated towards speeding than were drivers caught for speeding on 
30 mph roads. For example, at both time points: they had stronger intentions to 
speed; they had less negative attitudes towards speeding; they reported lower levels 
of moral norm and anticipated regret for speeding (i.e. they perceived speeding as 
being less morally incorrect and did not anticipate as much regret for speeding 
compared with drivers caught in 30 mph areas); and they reported exceeding speed 
limits more often. However, two points need to be made about these findings. Firstly, 
there were no statistically reliable differences between the two groups on about half 
of the social cognition variables. Secondly, even where there were statistically 
significant differences, the effect sizes were either very small indeed or too small to 
be considered meaningful (see d values). Thus, while there was a slight tendency for 
drivers caught speeding on higher speed limit roads to be less negatively orientated 
towards exceeding the speed limit, the size of this trend may be considered so small 
as to be of little practical significance. For example, there would be no strong case 
for setting up separate speed awareness courses for these two different groups of 
drivers, on the basis of the differences reported above. 
5	 The increases in the perceived likelihood of being caught for speeding and being 
involved in a car crash with age shows that optimism bias decreases with age (i.e. it is 
younger, rather than older, drivers who are more likely to perceive themselves as less 
likely than the average person to experience the ‘negative’ events). 
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Table 4.23:	 Means (standard deviations) on the phase one measures (social cognition 
constructs and behaviour) by whether respondents were caught for speeding 
30 mph areas versus other speed limit areas, tests of statistical significance 
and effect sizes 
in 
Variable Mean (SD) ANOVA 
F 
d} 
Caught on 
30 mph roads 
Caught on 
40 mph+ roads 
Behaviour 
Intention 
Instrumental attitude 
Affective attitude 
Subjective norm 
Descriptive norm 
Perceived controllability 
Self-efficacy 
Overall perceived behavioural 
Moral norm 
Anticipated regret 
Self-identity 
Attitude ambivalence 
Normative ambivalence 
Control ambivalence 
control 
3.48 
2.35 
2.72 
2.42 
2.54 
3.72 
7.95 
6.78 
6.24 
7.57 
7.14 
1.62 
0.32 
0.10 
1.69 
(1.91) 
(1.43) 
(1.87) 
(1.89) 
(1.91) 
(2.17) 
(1.59) 
(2.18) 
(2.36) 
(1.81) 
(2.18) 
(1.65) 
(2.87) 
(3.44) 
(2.93) 
3.87 
2.72 
3.01 
2.68 
2.62 
3.93 
8.00 
6.68 
6.42 
7.33 
6.69 
1.62 
0.24 
0.04 
1.53 
(2.05) 
(1.71) 
(1.94) 
(1.93) 
(1.85) 
(2.16) 
(1.50) 
(2.24) 
(2.23) 
(1.93) 
(2.32) 
(1.58) 
(2.74) 
(3.27) 
(2.92) 
15.39‡ 
21.27‡ 
8.78† 
6.89† 
0.59 
3.73 
0.46 
0.87 
2.67 
6.74† 
15.26‡ 
0.01 
0.33 
0.10 
1.08 
0.20 
0.24 
0.15 
0.14 
0.04 
0.10 
0.03 
0.05 
0.08 
0.13 
0.20 
0.00 
0.03 
0.02 
0.05 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived likelihood of being 
involved in a car crash due to speeding 
compared with the average driver of your 
age and sex) 
7.50 (1.62) 7.50 (1.54) 0.00 0.00 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived likelihood of being 
caught for speeding compared with the average 
driver of your age and sex) 
7.13 (1.85) 7.10 (1.82) 0.09 0.02 
* 
† 
‡ 
§ 
p 
p 
p 
d 
, 0.05 
, 0.01 
, 0.001 
= 0.20 is a small-sized effect; d = 0.50 is a medium-sized effect; d = 0.80 is a large-sized effect 
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Table 4.24:	 Means (standard deviations) on the phase two measures (social cognition 
constructs and behaviour) by whether respondents were caught for speeding in 
30 mph areas versus other speed limit areas, tests of statistical significance 
and effect sizes 
Variable Mean (SD) ANOVA d} 
F 
Caught on Caught on 
30 mph roads 40 mph+ roads 
Behaviour 3.15 (1.84) 3.50 (2.02) 12.52‡ 0.18 
Intention 2.31 (1.39) 2.67 (1.67) 21.07‡ 0.24 
Instrumental attitude 2.73 (1.83) 2.88 (1.74) 2.78 0.08 
Affective attitude 2.25 (1.73) 2.53 (1.87) 9.17† 0.16 
Subjective norm 2.46 (1.81) 2.53 (1.72) 0.62 0.04 
Descriptive norm 3.62 (2.14) 3.75 (2.19) 1.55 0.06 
Perceived controllability 7.99 (1.47) 7.94 (1.57) 0.33 0.03 
Self-efficacy 6.90 (2.09) 6.68 (2.23) 4.30* 0.10 
Overall perceived behavioural control 6.50 (2.33) 6.46 (2.23) 0.14 0.02 
Moral norm 7.73 (1.64) 7.41 (1.84) 12.59‡ 0.18 
Anticipated regret 7.02 (2.29) 6.66 (2.29) 9.32† 0.16 
Self-identity 1.51 (1.44) 1.58 (1.46) 0.98 0.04 
Attitude ambivalence 1.06 (2.25) 0.69 (2.60) 9.06† 0.15 
Normative ambivalence 0.66 (2.97) 0.59 (2.78) 0.23 0.02 
Control ambivalence 1.22 (2.84) 1.13 (2.93) 0.40 0.03 
Optimism bias 1 (perceived likelihood of being 7.53 (1.59) 7.46 (1.56) 0.57 0.04 
involved in a car crash due to speeding 
compared with the average driver of your 
age and sex) 
Optimism bias 2 (perceived likelihood of being 7.24 (1.79) 7.01 (1.77) 6.63* 0.13 
caught for speeding compared with the average 
driver of your age and sex) 
* p , 0.05 
† p , 0.01 
‡ p , 0.001 
§ d = 0.20 is a small-sized effect; d = 0.50 is a medium-sized effect; d = 0.80 is a large-sized effect 
4.11	 Modelling the data: the social cognitive predictors of 
offenders’ speeding intentions and behaviour 
Although respondents were generally not positively disposed towards speeding, 
there was considerable variation and, for a substantial number, there was room for 
improvement on most variables. Further analyses were therefore undertaken to 
identify the social cognitive predictors of offenders’ speeding and behaviour (i.e. to 
identify which of the cognitive variables are likely to represent the most suitable 
ones to target via speed awareness courses). 
Two hierarchical multiple regressions were carried out: one to identify the cognitive 
predictors of speeding intentions (as measured in the phase one questionnaire) and 
the other to identify the predictors of subsequent speeding behaviour (i.e. speeding 
behaviour as measured in the phase two questionnaire). 
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The analysis and the findings are described in detail in Appendix 2. In summary, the 
cognitions which were found to underpin speeding behaviour were: 
•	 attitudes towards speeding; 
•	 self-efficacy (extent to which participants felt capable of staying within speed 
limits); 
•	 moral norm and anticipated regret (the moral dimension relating to speeding); 
•	 optimism bias (the extent to which participants felt themselves likely to get 
caught for speeding); and 
•	 descriptive norm (the extent to which participants felt that people important to 
them exceed speed limits). 
The analyses also showed that the effects of age and gender on both speeding 
intentions and speeding behaviour were mediated by these cognitive variables: that 
is, women (versus men) and older drivers (versus younger drivers) were not less 
likely to speed because of their age or gender per se. Rather, it was because these 
respondents had more safety-orientated attitudes and moral perceptions, felt more 
capable of staying within speed limits, were less likely to think that they could avoid 
getting caught for speeding, and were less likely to perceive social pressure to speed. 
Additionally, there was little evidence to suggest that the cognitive predictors of 
intentions and behaviour varied by either age or gender, implying that it is the above 
stated cognitions that need to be addressed by speed awareness courses, regardless 
of the demographic background of participants. 
49 
5 REVIEW OF THE METHODOLOGY AND THE 
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
5.1	 Introduction 
One of the objectives of this study was to devise a methodology suitable for the 
collection of control group data that will also be suitable for the later evaluation of 
the road safety impact of speed awareness courses. The methodology devised has 
been described in detail in Section 2. A further objective was to discuss the strengths 
and weaknesses of the methodological approaches and any confounding factors. 
Through undertaking this study we propose a single approach for any future 
evaluation, which is described in Section 2. Section 5.2 describes the suitability of 
the approach to data collection, and the following sections consider the reliability 
and validity of the data collected and, hence, the suitability of the questions used in 
the survey. 
5.2	 Examination of the methodology used for collecting 
baseline data 
In summary, the methodology adopted for the collection of baseline data was as 
follows: 
•	 a sample of police forces was selected; 
•	 police forces were required to dispatch questionnaires and reminder letters to 
drivers who were in scope for the survey, and to repeat this process with those 
who responded to the first questionnaire six months later; and 
•	 MVA Consultancy cleaned and analysed data from the returned questionnaires. 
Overall the methodology proved straightforward and effective, with a response rate 
of valid questionnaires of 21% for the first phase and 48% for the second phase. 
The main difficulty in the process was securing the co-operation of police forces to 
take part in the survey. Of the 13 police forces in England and Wales who were in 
scope for the survey (i.e. were not offering or planning to offer a speed awareness 
course in the next five months), we were able to persuade only five to take part in the 
survey. Reasons the remaining forces would not take part were: 
•	 they would need to select the cases manually as their database was unable to be 
interrogated to select drivers who are in scope for the survey (three forces); 
•	 shortage of resources (three forces); and 
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•	 they prefer not to take part due to undergoing significant internal changes, 
concerns about the release/provision of data or no particular reason given (three 
forces). 
(Note, one police force gave two of the above responses.) 
A future evaluation would require co-operation of both police forces and speed 
awareness course providers. It is likely that co-operation would be more 
forthcoming because we would be evaluating a scheme they were investing in, as 
opposed to collecting baseline data for an evaluation of something they had chosen 
not to opt for. 
The only other difficulty in the process was the reaction of some of the people 
receiving the questionnaires. A small minority of those receiving phase one 
questionnaires were upset that they had received a questionnaire soon after having 
received a fixed penalty notice and correctly assumed that this was not a 
coincidence. Our survey helpline was much busier than expected with: 
•	 people who wanted to use the helpline to vent their frustration that they had 
received a fixed penalty notice for driving at a speed they perceived to be only 
marginally above the speed limit; and 
•	 people who were upset that they had received a questionnaire after a fixed 
penalty notice and wanted to find out who their details had been passed on to. 
We would anticipate that those opting for a speed awareness course on a future 
evaluation may be more cooperative if questionnaires are completed at the start of 
the course, and they may be happy to repeat the process six months later. Those 
opting for a fixed penalty in preference to a speed awareness course, who would 
provide a control group during an evaluation, may be more difficult to engage with. 
Thus, a future evaluation would need to give careful consideration to maximising 
the response rate of such people. 
5.3 Examination of the reliability and validity of the data 
The following two sections examine the reliability and validity of the data, and 
hence its suitability as a benchmark for the evaluation. This has been done by: 
•	 running statistical tests to determine the extent to which the questionnaire items 
used to measure the social cognitions constitute reliable and valid measures; and 
•	 computing descriptive statistics of the social cognition variables in order to 
assess whether there is scope to increase the motivation of drivers not to drive 
faster than the speed limit – we also examined how these factors vary by age 
and gender. 
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5.4 Tests of convergent and discriminant validity 
A series of Principal Components Analyses (PCAs) with Varimax rotations were 
conducted to test the extent to which the present social cognition measures 
possessed convergent validity (i.e. the extent to which the items designed to measure 
one theoretical construct, e.g. instrumental attitude, measured the same construct) 
and discriminant validity (i.e. the extent to which the items designed to measure one 
theoretical construct did not measure different constructs). The following analyses 
were conducted using the phase one and phase two data separately. First, we 
conducted PCAs of the items that were used to measure the 10 cognitions which are 
theoretically posited as direct predictors of intention to speed (i.e. instrumental 
attitudes, affective attitude, subjective norm, descriptive norm, perceived 
controllability, self-efficacy, moral norm, anticipated regret, self-identity, optimism 
bias).6 The findings are presented in Appendix 4 (see Table A4.1 for analysis of 
phase one data and Table A4.2 for analysis of phase two data). Next, we conducted 
PCAs of the items used to measure the positive and negative poles of attitude 
ambivalence. The findings are presented in Tables A4.3 (for the phase one data) and 
A4.4 (phase two data) of Appendix 4. The penultimate set of PCAs tested the 
convergent and discriminant validity of the items used to measure the positive and 
negative poles of normative ambivalence (see Table A4.5 for phase one analysis and 
A4.6 for phase two analysis). Finally, Tables A4.7 and A4.8 show the findings of 
PCAs testing the items used to measure the positive and negative poles of control 
ambivalence. 
At both time points, the items measuring the 10 cognitions that are theoretically 
posited as direct predictors of intention to speed loaded onto nine factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1. With the exception of the items used to measure moral 
norm and anticipated regret, items used to measure one theoretical construct (e.g. 
instrumental attitude) loaded onto the same factor and did not load not onto other 
factors (a cut off value of 0.4 was used for item loadings). At phase one, the moral 
norm and anticipated regret items all loaded onto the same factor (see Table A4.1), 
indicating that they were measuring the same construct. At phase two, these items 
either loaded onto the same factor as each other, on the same factor as the affective 
attitude items, or on the same factor as the subjective norm items (see Table A4.2). 
Despite this, we decided to treat these constructs separately in the present analyses 
because they are conceptually distinguishable and have been found to exert 
independent effects on intentions to speed (Conner et al., 2007). 
6	 Given that intention is theoretically determined by these other cognitions (see Appendix 
1), we did not include the questionnaire items used to measure offenders’ intention to 
speed in these analyses. We also did not include the overall measure of perceived 
behavioural control as it taps both self-efficacy and perceived controllability. Therefore 
perceived behavioural control was not included in these analyses (and is not shown in 
the tables in Appendix 4) to avoid a possible confusion with the measure of self-efficacy 
and perceived controllability. 
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With respect to the ambivalence measures, the findings showed that the items used 
to measure the positive pole of attitude ambivalence loaded onto a separate factor 
from the items used to measure the negative pole (see Tables A4.3 and A4.4); the 
items used to measure the positive and negative poles of normative ambivalence 
loaded onto separate factors (see Tables A4.5 and A4.6); and the items used to 
measure the positive pole of control ambivalence loaded onto separate factors from 
the items used to measure the negative pole (see Tables A4.7 and A4.8). 
Overall, these findings demonstrate that the present measures of social cognition 
constructs possessed good convergent and discriminant validity at both phase one 
and phase two of the study. Also, they suggest that the data should be combined 
across road types. For example, the items that were used to measure instrumental 
attitude towards speeding on urban roads, rural roads and fast dual-carriageways/ 
motorways all measure the same underlying construct. For that reason, we computed 
global measures of each social cognition for use in the present data analysis (e.g. 
overall instrumental attitude towards speeding across all road types) by taking the 
mean of participants’ scores on the road type specific items. Of course, in the next 
phase of the project, researchers may wish to treat each road type separately (e.g. 
examine the effects of speed awareness on attitudes towards speeding on urban 
roads versus rural roads versus dual-carriageways and motorways), and the present 
data permit such an investigation. 
5.5 Tests of reliability 
As mentioned above, a global measure of each social cognition variable was 
computed for each participant, both at phase one and phase two, by taking the mean 
of their scores on the road type specific items. To test the internal reliability of these 
global measures, Cronbach’s statistics were computed. As Table 5.1 shows, for 
each measure, = 0.84 or greater, meaning that each scale had a high internal 
reliability (cf. Nunnally, 1978). Correlations between the phase one measures and 
their phase two counterparts were also computed (see Table 5.1). These correlations 
showed acceptable to good levels of test-retest reliability for most constructs. 
5.6 Summary of validity and reliability analyses 
Overall, the psychometric tests presented above show that the questionnaire items 
used in the present study possessed good convergent and discriminant validity (i.e. 
items measuring one theoretical construct measured the same construct and not 
other constructs). The scales measuring each social cognition variable also 
possessed good internal reliability (i.e. each measure had a high Cronbach’s ), and 
acceptable to good test-retest reliability (i.e. moderate to strong correlations were 
found between the phase one measures and their phase two counterparts, for 
virtually all measures). 
In conclusion we therefore consider the questions used for this survey to be valid 
and reliable and suitable for use in a future evaluation of speed awareness courses. 
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Table 5.1: Scale reliabilities 
Measure No. of items 
(At both phase 
one and 
phase two) 
Chronbach’s alpha Test-retest 
reliability 
(r for phase one – 
phase two) 
Phase one Phase two 
Behaviour 3 0.84 0.87 0.62* 
Intention 6 0.89 0.89 0.74* 
Instrumental attitude 3 0.95 0.96 0.56* 
Affective attitude 3 0.93 0.93 0.57* 
Subjective norm 3 0.96 0.96 0.54* 
Descriptive norm 3 0.94 0.95 0.47* 
Perceived controllability 3 0.89 0.88 0.50* 
Self-efficacy 3 0.90 0.91 0.66* 
Overall perceived behavioural control 3 0.87 0.88 0.51 
Moral norm 3 0.92 0.91 0.70* 
Anticipated regret 3 0.94 0.94 0.66* 
Self-identity 3 0.97 0.97 0.27* 
Optimism bias 1 (chances of being 3 0.94 0.95 0.54* 
caught for speeding) 
Optimism bias 2 (chances of being 3 0.92 0.94 0.59* 
involved in a crash due to speeding) 
Attitude ambivalence 3 0.91 0.89 0.39* 
Normative ambivalence 3 0.96 0.96 0.37* 
Control ambivalence 3 0.88 0.88 0.15* 
* p , 0.001 
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 
FUTURE EVALUATION OF SPEED AWARENESS 
COURSES 
6.1	 Summary of the success of the baseline data collection 
We have devised a methodology which proved successful for the collection of the 
baseline data from drivers who accepted a fixed penalty notice for speeding, but for 
whom no speed awareness course was available. 
Using this methodology we sent questionnaires to all drivers (13,619) who were in 
scope. In total we collected demographic and attitudinal data from 1,403 of these 
drivers who responded to the questionnaire, and who also responded to a further 
questionnaire six months later. 
The valid response rate for those responding to phase one of the survey was 21% 
and for phase two it was 48%. These response rates are consistent with those 
obtained from recent surveys of general population drivers (e.g. Broughton and 
Baughan, 2002; Elliott et al., 2003), and are more than satisfactory given the target 
population (i.e. speed limit offenders). 
The demographic characteristics of respondents are described in full in this report, 
as are their scores for several social cognition variables. In addition, we have shown 
that the questions used to measure the social cognition variables possessed good 
convergent and discriminant validity, and the scales measuring each variable also 
possessed good internal reliability and acceptable to good test-retest reliability. 
We therefore conclude that the data collection methodology and the questionnaire 
used to measure social cognitions have been successful. 
6.2	 Outline for a model to use in the subsequent evaluation of 
speed awareness courses 
The methodology used in this study is entirely suitable for collecting data for a 
future evaluation of the road safety impact of speed awareness courses. Using the 
same methodology would mean that the data collected for this study would be 
directly comparable with data collected during such a future study. 
We suggest that the data collected in this project is used as the benchmarking 
control group that will act as a baseline comparator to subsequent samples in order 
to evaluate speed awareness courses in the future. These data comprise people who 
would have been eligible for referral onto a speed awareness course, but who were 
not referred as there was no course available in their area. Their attitudes, intentions 
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and behaviours were not biased by knowing that they might be offered a speed 
awareness course as an alternative to points or fines. 
We suggest that during an evaluation, new data are collected from both those who 
are offered a course but refuse, and those who are offered and take up a place on a 
speed awareness course. These provide two self-selecting samples, both with 
inherent characteristics that make them non-comparable to the true benchmark 
group in terms of some key variables (i.e. attitudes, intentions and behaviours). The 
fact that they would make a choice regarding attendance at the course means that 
they would not represent a pure sample. 
Although the selection of those who had not taken up the offer of a speed awareness 
course and those who had would be important to the later evaluation, the current 
exercise is best seen as a ‘benchmarking’ exercise in which uncontaminated baseline 
data have been collected to provide definitive baseline measures for all future 
investigations. 
Our recommendation for an evaluation is therefore the following model, which is 
also described in Section 2 to provide context to this current data collection 
exercise. Figure 2.1 presents a model of the two different stages of data collection 
that we consider will be required to achieve as full and as accurate a dataset as 
possible from both the baseline and subsequent evaluation stages to enable the 
Department for Transport to reliably measure the impact of speed awareness 
courses. 
The tasks shaded in Figure 2.1 are those which fall within the scope of the current 
commission. Those to the right of the dotted line could be carried out as part of a 
subsequent evaluation. What the model shows, however, is how the data from the 
three different groups could be compared due to the methodological consistency of 
approach between the two exercises. Data from the course attendees and non-
attendees in the main evaluation could be matched (e.g. for demographics), and 
rules for typologies of speeders in scope for the study could also be matched, to 
allow subsequent comparison with evaluation data. 
In order to collect data that are as comparable as possible with that collected in this 
benchmarking exercise, we propose any future evaluation also has two separate data 
collection stages: 
•	 one within four months of offence detection (when a course would normally 
have been offered); and 
•	 one six months later in line with the Association of Chief Police Officers 
(ACPO) guidelines (ACPO, 2007). 
Although the ACPO guidelines also recommend a follow-up survey of those 
attending courses immediately after participation (directly at the end of the course), 
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we consider that the six-month follow-up itself should be sufficient to allow for 
comparisons to be made between all three groups. Further reasons for not including 
a third survey phase immediately after participation are described in Section 2.1. 
6.3	 Issues to be considered in rolling out the suggested 
evaluation model 
6.3.1	 Data collection for the experimental attendees group 
Careful consideration will need to be given to the methodology used for dispatching 
questionnaires to the experimental group. We suggest that questionnaires which are 
dispatched within four months of the point of detection are distributed with the 
confirmation of a speed awareness course and that the drivers are asked to return 
them with their other documentation. We consider that the course providers will also 
be the best people to distribute the second questionnaires, six months after the 
course, since they will have the personal details of attendees, and may consider it 
inappropriate to pass them onto the evaluators. 
We would hope that police forces who are willing to take part in this study will 
ensure that course providers comply with these requirements, but consider some 
investigative work, prior to an evaluation, will be required to see how successful this 
approach is likely to be. 
6.3.2	 Data collection for the experimental non-attendees group 
We anticipate that the dispatch of questionnaires to the non-attendees group will 
follow the same procedures as the collection of this baseline data and that police 
forces will dispatch questionnaires to those drivers in scope who have opted for 
three points on their licence. To make this group comparable with the benchmarking 
group, we recommend that questionnaires be dispatched within four months of 
detection and again six months later. The sample size for this group will require 
careful consideration since the response rate may be lower than that of the 
benchmarking group. A pilot survey of such a group would therefore be desirable. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Summary of social cognition variables included in the 
project 
Accumulated research on driver behaviour and other health-risk behaviours shows 
that there are a number of cognitions (e.g. attitudes) that reliably predict intentions 
to behave and subsequent behaviour (e.g. Conner et al., 2007; Elliott et al., 2003 and 
2007; Parker et al., 1992). Changes in those cognitions, due to a driver attending a 
speed awareness course, are likely to be an indicator of course effectiveness and 
may be responsible for any observed changes in intentions to speed and speeding 
behaviour. The present questionnaire, therefore, included standard items to measure 
the following comprehensive range of variables that have been found to underpin 
speeding or other health-risk behaviours: 
1.	 Intention – an intention is an overall summary of a person’s motivation to 
perform a behaviour, indicating the extent to which that person wants to perform 
a behaviour and how much effort they are prepared to exert in order to perform it 
(e.g. Ajzen, 1991). Studies in the domain of driver behaviour have demonstrated 
a consistent and reliable association between speeding intentions and measures 
of both self-reported speeding behaviour (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003) and observed 
speeding behaviour (e.g. Conner et al., 2007; Elliott et al., 2007). In addition, a 
recent meta-analysis by Webb and Sheeran (2006) investigated 47 studies of 
intention and behaviour change, conducted across a range of social behaviours, 
and showed that intention had a causal impact on behaviour. 
2.	 Instrumental attitude – instrumental attitudes are cognitive evaluations, 
indicating how positively or negatively orientated a person is towards 
performing a behaviour. Research shows that instrumental attitudes towards 
speeding are strong predictors of intention to speed (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003 and 
2007; Parker et al., 1992). 
3.	 Affective attitude – whereas instrumental attitudes tap the extent to which an 
individual believes that performing a behaviour will be positive or negative, 
affective attitudes tap the extent to which an individual believes that performing 
a behaviour will feel good or bad (e.g. how enjoyable or unenjoyable it will be to 
speed). In the present context, some studies have combined items that measure 
affective attitudes with items that measure instrumental attitudes to produce an 
overall measure of attitude. These mixed (affective + instrumental) attitude 
measures have been found to predict intentions to speed (e.g. Conner et al., 
2007; Letirand and Delhomme, 2005). Additionally, research on other driving 
behaviours (e.g. Manstead and Parker, 1995) and other social behaviours (e.g. 
Trafimow et al., 2004) shows that affective attitude measures are empirically 
separable from instrumental attitude measures and that affective attitude 
independently predicts intention. 
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4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
Subjective norm – subjective norm taps perceived social pressure to perform a 
behaviour. More specifically, it refers to individuals’ perceptions about whether 
they will receive social approval or disapproval from important social referents 
for performing a behaviour. Research in the present context shows that 
subjective norm is an independent predictor of intention to speed (e.g. Conner et 
al., 2007; Elliott et al., 2003; Parker et al., 1992). 
Descriptive norm – descriptive norms tap a separate aspect of perceived social 
pressure than do subjective norms. They refer to an individual’s perceptions 
about the extent to which important social referents will themselves perform a 
behaviour. Thus, they impact on intention to behave by telling an individual 
whether or not a given behaviour is typical. In the present context, studies have 
focused on subjective norms at the expense of descriptive norms. However, in 
other domains it has been found that descriptive norm is a statistically reliable 
predictor of intention (for a review see Rivis and Sheeran, 2003). 
Perceived behavioural control – this reflects the extent to which an individual 
believes that they have the resources to perform a behaviour. Typically, 
perceived behavioural control is measured using items that tap the extent to 
which an individual believes it will be easy or difficult to perform a behaviour. 
Research in the domain of driver behaviour has shown that such measures are 
strong predictors of both intention to speed (e.g. Parker et al., 1992) and 
subsequent speeding behaviour (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003). 
Perceived controllability – perceived controllability refers to one specific 
aspect of perceived behavioural control, namely the extent to which an 
individual believes that they have control over external factors that influence 
behaviour (e.g. opportunities to perform the behaviour and environmental 
constraints on behavioural performance). Research has tended to rely on 
predicting speeding intentions and behaviour using measures of perceived 
difficulty (see above) rather than specific measures of perceived controllability. 
However, some researchers have used mixed measures, comprising items to 
measure both perceived controllability and perceived difficulty, to successfully 
predict both intentions and speeding behaviour (e.g. Conner et al., 2007). Also, 
research in other domains has shown that specific measures of perceived 
controllability can predict both intentions and behaviour (see Armitage and 
Conner, 2001). 
Self-efficacy – self-efficacy is a second specific component of perceived 
behavioural control and reflects perceptions of control over internal factors (e.g. 
perceived confidence in one’s ability to perform a behaviour). Although the 
independent effects of self-efficacy on intention to speed and subsequent 
speeding behaviour have not been assessed, some researchers have found that 
mixed measures of perceived behavioural control, which are at least partially 
computed using items that measure self-efficacy, can predict both intentions and 
speeding behaviour (e.g. Elliott et al., 2003 and 2007). Additionally, research in 
other domains shows that items specifically designed to measure self-efficacy 
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are strongly associated with both intentions and behaviour (see Armitage and 
Conner, 2001). 
9.	 Moral norm – moral norm reflects beliefs about whether performing a 
behaviour is morally correct or incorrect (Ajzen, 1991). It is an independent 
predictor of intention (for reviews see Conner and Armitage, 1998; Manstead, 
2000), particularly for those behaviours that have an ethical dimension (e.g. 
Beck and Ajzen, 1991). Several researchers have argued that driving violations 
(e.g. speeding) represent such behaviour given their potential for causing death 
and injury (e.g. Conner et al., 2007; Parker et al., 1995), and accordingly it has 
been found to predict both intention to speed (e.g. Conner et al., 2003 and 2007) 
and subsequent speeding behaviour (e.g. Conner et al., 2007). 
10. Anticipated regret – anticipated regret refers to the expectation of experiencing 
a negative affective response (regret) following the performance, or non­
performance, of a behaviour (e.g. expectation of feelings of regret for speeding). 
It is believed to impact on behaviour because people are generally motivated to 
avoid negative emotions (e.g. Connolly and Reb, 2005; Reb, 2008). In the 
present context, research by Conner et al. (2007) has shown that measures of 
anticipated regret are statistically reliable predictors of speeding intentions. 
11. Self-identity – self-identity is a construct that refers to an individual’s self-
concept, defined in terms of the societal roles that (s)he occupies, or identifies 
with (e.g. Stryker, 1968). It impacts on action because identification with a 
societal role (e.g. ‘a speeder’) sets up expectations as to what constitutes role-
appropriate behaviour (e.g. speeding) and subsequent performance of role-
appropriate behaviour then serves to validate a person’s self-concept (Callero, 
1985). Research in other domains has shown that measures of self-identity are 
useful independent predictors of intention (e.g. Armitage and Conner, 1999; 
Terry et al., 1999; Sparks and Shepherd, 1992). 
12. Optimism bias – unwarranted optimism (or optimism bias) refers to the 
pervasive phenomenon of perceiving oneself as being less likely than the 
average person to experience negative events (Weinstein, 1980). Research 
suggests that people are unrealistically optimistic when judging their driving 
skills and their likelihood of being involved in a crash; drivers tend to believe 
that they are more skilful than the ‘average’driver and that they are less likely to 
be involved in a crash (e.g. Greening and Chandler, 1997; Kos and Clarke, 
2001). While there are some positive consequences of optimism bias (e.g. 
helping an individual to maintain a high level of self esteem – see Taylor and 
Brown, 1988), one potential negative consequence is that, if people 
underestimate their risk (e.g. of being involved in a road traffic accident), then 
they perceive less incentive to protect themselves against those risks (Weinstein, 
1989). In the context of driving, this might increase the occurrence of risky 
behaviours such as speeding. In fact, research evidence shows that optimism bias 
does increase the likelihood that drivers will adopt risk increasing behaviours 
(Horswill and McKenna, 1999) and be involved in crashes 
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(e.g. Greening and Chandler, 1997). The present questionnaire measured 
optimism bias with respect to: (1) being involved in a car crash due to speeding; 
and (2) being apprehended for speeding. 
13. Attitude ambivalence – while the cognitions described above have been found 
to directly predict intentions or behaviour, other variables moderate (i.e. change 
the strength of) the relationships between those cognitions, on the one hand, and 
intentions and behaviour, on the other. One potential moderator that might be 
particularly important in the present context is attitudinal ambivalence (for a 
review see Conner and Sparks, 2002). Traditionally, attitudes have been 
conceptualised as unidimensional constructs, meaning that they are either 
positive, neutral or negative (see above). People are expected to perform 
behaviours to which they are positively disposed and avoid behaviours to which 
they are negatively disposed (see above). However, the concept of attitudinal 
ambivalence challenges this unidimensional view of attitudes. Attitudinal 
ambivalence occurs when people simultaneously hold both positive and negative 
attitudes towards performing a behaviour (e.g. Thompson et al., 1995). For 
example, a driver might perceive exceeding the speed limit to be both positive 
and negative if they believe that speeding will be fun and get them to their 
destination quicker (positively valued outcomes of speeding), but that it will also 
increase the risk of an accident and getting caught by the police (negatively 
valued outcomes). 
Attitude ambivalence is commonly treated as a facet of attitude strength, with 
less ambivalence indicating stronger attitudes (e.g. Bassili, 1996; Thompson et 
al., 1995). According to Krosnick and Petty (1995), a defining feature of a 
strong attitude is that it predicts behaviour. Therefore, a number of studies have 
tested the hypothesis that attitudinal ambivalence moderates the attitude-
intention and attitude-behaviour relationships (e.g. Armitage and Conner, 2000). 
This research generally shows that attitudes have less predictive validity (they do 
not predict intentions or behaviour as strongly) when attitudinal ambivalence is 
high compared with when it is low (see Conner and Sparks, 2002). This implies 
that interventions which successfully promote positive attitudes may not 
necessarily lead to a sustained change in intentions or behaviour if those 
interventions generate ambivalent attitudes. Therefore, in the present context, it 
may be important to measure attitudinal ambivalence when assessing the impact 
of speed awareness courses in order to gauge whether any desirable 
improvements in attitude will be likely to lead to sustained behaviour change. 
The preferred method for measuring attitudinal ambivalence is to use two 
separate questionnaire items: one which taps only an individual’s positive 
evaluations of performing a behaviour and one which taps only their negative 
evaluations. Scores on the separate positive and negative poles are then 
combined to derive a measure of attitudinal ambivalence. The Griffin formula is 
most commonly used to combine the separate ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ items: 
Ambivalence = (P + N)/2 – | P – N | 
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where P is the score on the item used to measure the positive evaluation of 
behavioural performance (e.g. perceptions about how positive are the potential 
positive outcomes of speeding) and N is the score on the item used to measure 
the negative evaluation (e.g. perceptions about how negative are the potential 
negative outcomes of speeding). 
In line with the above discussion, the present questionnaire used two separate 
items: one tapping the positive pole and one tapping the negative pole of 
attitudes, and the Griffin formula was used to compute attitudinal ambivalence 
based on the responses to these two items. 
14. Normative ambivalence – although the concept of ambivalence has been 
investigated solely in relation to the construct of attitude, it is likely that it will 
apply equally to the construct of subjective norm. As noted above, subjective 
norm is an individual’s global perception of social pressure from significant 
others to perform a behaviour (e.g. to break the speed limit). Consistent with 
traditional views of attitude, subjective norm is conceived as a unidimensional 
construct – people either perceive that significant others will approve or 
disapprove of them performing a behaviour, and people can be expected to 
perform behaviours when they perceive that significant others will approve and 
avoid behaviours when they perceive that significant others will disapprove. 
However, consistent with the notion of attitudinal ambivalence, people may 
simultaneously perceive social approval and disapproval for the same behaviour 
(cf. Elliott et al., 2005). This may lead to an ambivalent perception of social 
pressure, or normative ambivalence. Consistent with the research findings on 
attitudinal ambivalence, subjective norm might be a weaker predictor of 
intentions when normative ambivalence is high compared with when it is low, 
meaning that interventions which successfully reduce participants’ perceived 
social pressure to speed may not necessarily lead to a sustained change in 
intentions or behaviour if those interventions generate normative ambivalence. 
To allow the subsequent phase of this project to test whether speed awareness 
courses generate normative ambivalence, we used two separate items in the 
present questionnaire: one tapping only the extent to which respondents 
perceived that significant others would approve of speeding (positive pole of 
normative ambivalence) and the other tapping only the extent to which 
respondents perceived that significant others would disapprove of speeding 
(negative pole of normative ambivalence). Consistent with the operationalisation 
of attitudinal ambivalence, the Griffin formula was used to compute normative 
ambivalence based on the responses to these two separate items. 
15. Control ambivalence – another construct to which the concept of ambivalence 
may hold relevance is perceived behavioural control. As already discussed, 
perceived behavioural control refers to perceptions about the ease or difficulty 
about performing a behaviour. Given that measures of perceived behavioural 
control allow for people to express the view that performing a behaviour (e.g. 
speeding) will be either easy or difficult, perceived behavioural control is 
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conceptualised as a unidimensional construct, with people being expected to 
perform behaviours that they find easy to perform and avoid behaviours that they 
find difficult. However, it seems plausible that that people may simultaneously 
perceive that some control factors will make it easy to perform a behaviour 
while other control factors make it difficult (cf. Elliott et al., 2005). This may 
lead to control ambivalence. Again, consistent with the research findings on 
attitudinal ambivalence, perceived behavioural control may be a weaker 
predictor of intentions and behaviour when control ambivalence is high 
compared with when it is low. Therefore, interventions that successfully change 
perceived behavioural control may not necessarily lead to sustained changes in 
intentions or speeding behaviour if those interventions generate control 
ambivalence. To allow the subsequent phase of this project to test whether speed 
awareness courses generate control ambivalence, two separate items were used 
in the present questionnaire: one tapping only the positive pole of control 
ambivalence (‘Thinking about the things that make it easy to drive faster than 
the speed limit, how easy do they make it?’) and the other tapping only the 
negative pole of control ambivalence (‘Thinking about the things that make it 
difficult to drive faster than the speed limit, how difficult do they make it?’). The 
Griffin formula was used to compute control ambivalence based on the 
responses to these two separate items. 
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APPENDIX 2 
Modelling the data: the social cognitive predictors of 
offenders’ speeding intentions and behaviour 
A2.1 Overall approach 
Two hierarchical multiple regressions were carried out: one to identify the predictors 
of speeding intentions (as measured in the phase one questionnaire) and the other to 
identify the predictors of subsequent speeding behaviour (i.e. speeding behaviour as 
measured in the phase two questionnaire).7 In each analysis, the predictor variables 
(as measured at phase one) were entered in a series of steps. 
A2.1.1 Step 1: age, sex and annual mileage 
In the literature on driving behaviour, these variables have been found to be the 
major demographic predictors of speeding behaviour, and also drivers’ accident 
liability, with younger, male and higher mileage drivers being more likely to exceed 
the speed limit than older, female and lower mileage drivers (e.g. French et al., 
1993; Quimby et al., 1999; Stradling, 2000). We, therefore, controlled for the effects 
of age, sex and mileage in the present analyses. Also, including these demographic 
variables as predictors of intentions and subsequent speeding behaviour allowed us 
to test the extent to which their effects are mediated by the social cognition 
variables. This is important because a driver’s age, sex and exposure (mileage) are 
not readily amenable to change via safety interventions (e.g. a speed awareness 
course). Therefore, to gain an understanding of how it might be possible to change 
drivers’ intentions and reduce their speeding behaviour, it is necessary to identify 
potentially modifiable variables (e.g. social cognitions) that mediate the effects of 
demographic variables. Briefly, to demonstrate that the social cognition variables 
mediate the effects of demographic variables, any effects of age, sex or mileage, as 
7	 Note that we did not predict speeding behaviour as measured at time 1 because the 
time 1 measure of speeding behaviour represented a measure of past behaviour. Given 
that past behaviour does not represent a useful lever for changing subsequent speeding 
behaviour, we also did not include past behaviour as a predictor of either intention or 
subsequent behaviour. However, it should be noted that including past behaviour in the 
regression models did not alter the conclusions (i.e. the pattern of findings were virtually 
identical, regardless of whether past behaviour was included in these analyses or not). 
Also note that, for these regression analyses, we used an alpha value of p = 0.002 rather 
than p = 0.05 to determine whether the effects of the predictor variables were 
statistically significant. This is because the large size of the present sample means that 
even negligible effects could be statistically significant at p , 0.05. Therefore, a criterion 
power analysis was conducted to determine the alpha level required to detect the 
minimum-sized effect that is conventionally accepted as being meaningful (r = 0.10; see 
Cohen, 1988). Given the final sample size achieved and power = 0.80, the required 
alpha was Æ = 0.002. 
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found in the first step of the analyses, should disappear, or be significantly weaker, 
after controlling for the effects of the social cognition variables in step 2. 
A2.1.2 Step 2: social cognition variables 
The social cognition variables were included in this step of the analyses to identify 
the ones that are the significant independent predictors of intentions and behaviour, 
and therefore the ones that are likely to be the most useful levers for reducing 
speeding behaviour via speed awareness courses. 
A2.1.3 Step 3: two-way interactions between the demographic variables 
and the social cognition variables (e.g. age 3 instrumental 
attitude) 
These interactions were included in the regression models to test whether the 
strength of the relationships between the social cognition variables, on the one hand, 
and intentions and speeding behaviour, on the other, varied with offenders’ age, 
gender and levels of exposure (mileage). This issue is potentially important because 
if the social cognitive determinants of speeding behaviour vary across demographic 
subgroups (e.g. younger versus older drivers), then it might suggest a need to 
develop different speed awareness courses (i.e. focusing on different issues) for 
different groups of offenders. 
A2.1.4 Step 4: attitude, normative and control ambivalence and the two-
way interactions between: (a) instrumental attitude and attitude 
ambivalence; (b) affective attitude and attitude ambivalence; 
(c) subjective norm and normative ambivalence; (d) descriptive 
norm and normative ambivalence; (e) perceived controllability and 
control ambivalence; and (f) self-efficacy and control ambivalence 
These measures were included to test the extent to which: (a) attitude ambivalence 
moderated the relationships between instrumental and affective attitude, on the one 
hand, and intention and behaviour, on the other; (b) normative ambivalence 
moderated the relationships between subjective and descriptive norm, on the one 
hand, and intention and behaviour, on the other; and (c) control ambivalence 
moderated the relationships between perceived controllability and self-efficacy, on 
the one hand, and intention and behaviour, on the other. As mentioned earlier, these 
issues are potentially important because previous research in other domains has 
shown that attitude ambivalence moderates the attitude-intention and attitude­
behaviour relationships, with ambivalent attitudes not being as predictive of either 
intention or behaviour compared with non-ambivalent (univalent) attitudes (see 
Conner and Sparks, 2002). If these moderator effects are found in the present 
context, then it has a potentially important implication from an applied perspective 
– i.e. interventions which successfully promote safer attitudes towards speeding 
overall, but do so by generating ambivalent attitudes, may not necessarily lead to 
sustained changes in intentions and speeding behaviour. Similarly, if interventions 
engender normative and control ambivalence, then any changes in the overall 
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amount of social (normative) pressure that drivers perceive to speed (i.e. subjective 
and descriptive norm), and any changes in drivers’ overall perceptions of control 
(perceived controllability and self-efficacy), may not lead to sustained changes in 
drivers’ speeding behaviour. Therefore, it is important to establish whether attitude, 
normative and control ambivalence do, in fact, moderate the above mentioned 
relationships in the context of offending drivers’ speeding behaviour (see Appendix 
1 for further background on this issue). 
A2.2 Predicting intentions to speed 
The findings from the regression model predicting drivers’ intentions to speed are 
presented in Table A2.1. At step 1, it can be seen that the demographic variables 
together accounted for a significant proportion of the variation in drivers’ intentions 
(R2 = 0.10). Age ( = 0.25) and sex ( = 0.22) were the significant independent 
predictors. Consistent with the results presented in the main text (see Sections 3.9 
and 3.10), younger (versus older) and male (versus female) offenders had more 
positive intentions to speed. However, these effects were fully mediated by the social 
cognition variables. First, it can be seen from the table that, when controlling for the 
effects of the social cognition variables, at step 2 of the analysis, the effects of age 
( = 0.06) and sex ( = 0.02) on drivers’ intentions to speed were no longer 
statistically significant. Furthermore, the reductions in the strength of the age-
intention and sex-intention relationships (i.e. between step 1 and step 2) were 
statistically significant (for age: t(1,162) = 6.06, p , 0.002; for sex: 
t(1,162) = 6.02, p , 0.002). 
With respect to the social cognition variables themselves, Table A2.1 shows that 
they together contributed a significant and large (55 percentage point) increase to 
the proportion of explained variance in drivers’ intention to speed, over and above 
the demographic variables (R2 change = 0.55; see step 2 statistics). The significant 
independent predictors of intention at step 2 of the model were instrumental attitude 
( = 0.08), affective attitude ( = 0.20), descriptive norm ( = 0.08), self-efficacy 
( = 0.18), moral norm ( = 0.22), anticipated regret ( = 0.19) and optimism 
bias (caught) ( = -0.16). Subjective norm ( = 0.07), perceived controllability 
( = 0.01), self-identity ( = 0.02) and optimism bias (accident) ( = 0.02) did 
not significantly predict offenders’ intentions to speed. The directions of these 
significant effects show that drivers had stronger intentions to speed the more that 
they perceived speeding to be beneficial (instrumental attitude), enjoyable (affective 
attitude) and a behaviour that is conducted by people important to them (descriptive 
norm). Also, the less control that drivers perceived over their ability to refrain from 
speeding (self-efficacy), the less they viewed speeding to be morally correct, the less 
regret they anticipated for breaking the speed limit, the less they felt that they would 
get caught by the police or safety cameras for speeding (compared with the 
‘average’driver), and the more positive their intentions were to speed. 
At step 3 of the model, the two-way interactions between the social cognition 
variables and demographic variables together contributed a statistically significant, 
but small (3 percentage point), increment to explained variance (R2 change = 0.03). 
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Table A2.1: Predicting intention to speed 
Step Variable R2 R2 change Fchange Step 1  Step 2  
1 Demographic variables 
Age 
Sex 
Mileage 
0.10 0.10 40.34* 
0.25* 
0.22* 
0.04 
0.06 
0.02 
0.00 
2 Social cognitions 
Instrumental attitude 
Affective attitude 
Subjective norm 
Descriptive norm 
Perceived controllability 
Self-efficacy 
Moral norm 
Anticipated regret 
Self-identity 
Optimism bias 1 (accident) 
Optimism bias 2 (caught) 
0.65 0.55 166.08* 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
0.08* 
0.20* 
0.07 
0.08* 
0.01 
0.18* 
0.22* 
0.19* 
0.02 
0.02 
0.16* 
3 Demographic 3 social cognition 
interactions 
0.68 0.03 2.66* 
4 Ambivalence measures 0.68 0.00 1.55 
* p , 0.002. Note that the independent effects of the specific predictor variables at steps 3 and 4 of the 
model are not reported for sake of brevity. Any independent effects of the interaction terms at these steps of 
the analysis are reported in the main text (see Section A2.2). 
The only significant interaction was ‘mileage 3 optimism bias (caught)’ ( = 0.09, 
p , 0.002). This interaction was therefore decomposed using simple slopes analysis 
(see Aiken and West, 1991). It was found that at high (+ 1 SD) levels of annual 
mileage, the extent to which drivers perceived a risk of being caught for speeding 
(compared with the ‘average’driver) did not predict their intentions ( = 0.07, ns). 
However, at both moderate (mean) levels and low ( 1 SD) levels of annual mileage, 
the extent to which drivers perceived a risk of being caught for speeding had an 
increasing effect on their speeding intentions (at moderate levels of mileage; 
= 0.15, p , 0.002; at low levels of mileage; = 0.23, p , 0.002). Thus, the 
findings suggest that the extent to which drivers’ believe that they will be caught for 
speeding has an important effect on the formation of their speeding intentions, but 
only for lower, rather than higher, mileage drivers. 
Finally, at step 4 of the analysis, the ambivalence measures, and their interactions 
with instrumental and affective attitude, subjective and descriptive norm, and 
perceived controllability and self-efficacy, did not have any significant effect on 
offenders’ intentions to speed. Thus, the ambivalence measures were not found to 
moderate the relationships between instrumental attitude and intention, affective 
attitude and intention, subjective norm and intention, descriptive norm and 
intention, perceived controllability and intention or self-efficacy and intention.8 
8	 Note that the ambivalence measures did not moderate these relationships even when 
the measure of intention was regressed on just: (a) instrumental and affective attitude, 
subjective and descriptive norm, perceived controllability and self-efficacy; (b) attitude 
normative and control ambivalence; and (c) the necessary two-way interactions. 
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A2.3 Predicting speeding behaviour 
Consistent with the analysis of speeding intentions, the demographic variables 
accounted for a significant proportion (R2 = 0.10) of the variation in speeding 
behaviour at step 1 of this analysis (see Table A2.2). All three demographic 
variables were significant independent predictors of behaviour, with younger (versus 
older), male (versus female) and higher (versus lower) mileage offenders reporting 
that they exceeded speed limits more often (for age = 0.27; for sex = 0.14; for 
mileage = 0.12). However, the social cognition variables were once again powerful 
mediators of these demographic effects. As can be seen from the table, sex 
( = 0.02) and mileage ( = 0.07) were not significant predictors of speeding 
behaviour at step 2 of the analysis, while controlling for the effects of the social 
cognition variables (note also that sex was a significantly weaker predictor of 
behaviour at step 2 than at step 1, t(1,162) = 4.04, p , 0.002, but mileage was not, 
t(1,162) = 1.26, ns). Although age continued to have a significant effect on speeding 
behaviour, it can be seen by comparing across the step 1 and step 2 beta weights ( s) 
that the age effect was reduced after controlling for the social cognition variables, 
and this reduction was statistically significant, t(1,162) = 4.29, p , 0.002. 
Table A2.2 also shows that the social cognition variables together accounted for a 
statistically significant and large (40 percentage point) increment to explained 
Table A2.2: Predicting subsequent (phase two) speeding behaviour 
Step Variable R2 R2 change Fchange Step 1  Step 2  
1 Demographic variables 
Age 
Sex 
Mileage 
0.10 0.10 42.75* 
0.27* 
0.14* 
0.12* 
0.12* 
0.02 
0.07 
2 Social cognitions 
Intention 
Instrumental attitude 
Affective attitude 
Subjective norm 
Descriptive norm 
Perceived controllability 
Self-efficacy 
Moral norm 
Anticipated regret 
Self-identity 
Optimism bias 1 (accident) 
Optimism bias 2 (caught) 
0.50 0.40 77.07* 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
– 
0.31* 
0.04 
0.02 
0.01 
0.06 
0.02 
0.24* 
0.01 
0.10* 
0.01 
0.02 
0.09 
3 Demographic 3 social cognition 
interactions 
0.53 0.03 1.57 
4 Ambivalence measures 0.54 0.01 1.89 
* p , 0.002. Note that the independent effects of the specific predictor variables at steps 3 and 4 of the 
model are not reported for sake of brevity. At steps 3 and 4, none of the specific interaction terms had 
significant independent effects. 
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variance in drivers’ speeding behaviour, over and above the demographic variables. 
Intention was the strongest predictor of behaviour ( = 0.31), followed closely by 
self-efficacy ( = 0.24). Anticipated regret was also a predictor of subsequent 
speeding behaviour ( = 0.10). The more that drivers intended to speed, the less 
control they perceived over their ability to avoid speeding; and the less regret they 
anticipated for speeding, the more frequently they subsequently reported exceeding 
the speed limit. 
At step 3 of the model, the two-way interactions between the social cognition 
variables and the demographic variables did not account for a significant increase to 
explained variance in speeding behaviour; neither did the ambivalence measures at 
step 4.9 
A2.4 Summary and Conclusions from the Regression Modeling 
Age and sex were significant independent predictors of speeding intentions, and 
mileage was an additional predictor of speeding behaviour. These findings 
corroborate previous research, which has also shown that younger, male and higher 
mileage drivers tend to be more positively orientated towards speeding than older, 
female and lower mileage drivers. 
The social cognition variables together accounted for a large proportion of the 
variance in both speeding intentions and behaviour, over and above the demographic 
variables, and they were powerful mediators of the demographic-intention and 
demographic-behaviour relationships. Thus, demographic variables such as age, sex 
and mileage are important determinants of speeding intentions and behaviour in so 
far as they are associated with a certain social cognitive profile, and it is that profile 
(e.g. having positive attitudes towards speeding) that is important in determining 
offenders’ intentions to speed and their subsequent speeding behaviour. Given also 
that demographic variables are not readily amenable to being changed, the 
implication is that the social cognition variables that predicted intentions and 
behaviour (see below) are likely to represent useful targets for speed awareness 
courses. 
The specific cognitions that predicted offenders’ intentions to speed were: 
instrumental attitude, affective attitude, descriptive norm, self-efficacy, moral norm, 
anticipated regret and the optimism bias measure regarding the perceived likelihood 
of being apprehended for speeding (compared with the ‘average’driver). Intention 
was, in turn, the strongest predictor of speeding behaviour. Additionally, self­
9	 As was the case in the prediction of intention, we conducted a separate analysis of the 
ambivalence effects by regressing the measure of speeding behaviour on just: 
(a) instrumental and affective attitude, subjective and descriptive norm, perceived 
controllability and self-efficacy; (b) attitude normative and control ambivalence; and 
(c) the necessary two-way interactions. The findings were entirely consistent with those 
obtained from the full model. 
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efficacy and, to a lesser extent, anticipated regret, directly predicted speeding 
behaviour. These relationships are summarised pictorially in Figure A2.1. The 
causal model implied in the figure suggests that changing the cognitive predictors of 
intentions will reduce the extent to which drivers intend to speed and that change in 
intention will reduce speeding behaviour. In particular, changing self-efficacy and 
anticipated regret may be an effective strategy for reducing the extent to which 
offenders exceed speed limits given that these cognitions had direct effects on 
speeding behaviour, in addition to indirect effects (i.e. through intentions). 
Therefore, a challenge for speed awareness courses is to: decrease the extent to 
which speeding is viewed as beneficial and enjoyable; decrease the extent to which 
drivers view speeding as a commonly performed behaviour by people important to 
them; increase drivers’ perceived ability to avoid speeding; increase the extent to 
which they perceive speeding to be morally incorrect; increase the extent to which 
they anticipate regret for speeding; and increase the extent to which they perceive a 
risk of being apprehended for speeding by the police or safety cameras. 
Figure A2.1: Summary of the statistically significant relationships from the 
regression models 
There was a significant interaction between mileage and optimism bias (caught) in 
the prediction of offenders’ intentions to speed. The nature of this interaction was 
such that the extent to which drivers’ believed that they would be caught for 
speeding had an increasing effect on their speeding intentions as the number of 
miles they drove per year decreased. Thus, increasing drivers’ perceived likelihood 
of being apprehended for speeding might be a more effective strategy to reduce 
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speeding in lower, rather than higher, mileage drivers. However, no other 
interactions between the demographic variables and the social cognition variables 
were found in the prediction of speeding intentions and no interactions were found 
in the prediction of speeding behaviour (i.e. for the most part, the extent to which 
the social cognition variables predicted both speeding intentions and behaviour did 
not vary with age, sex or mileage). On the basis of these results, there is no strong 
case for setting up separate speed awareness courses for younger versus older, male 
versus female, and higher versus lower mileage offenders. That said, it is possible 
that effective strategies for changing the cognitive determinants of speeding 
behaviour may differ across groups of offenders (e.g. different messages may be 
more effective for changing the attitudes of younger versus older drivers). Although 
this issue was beyond the scope of the present study, it is an issue that could 
potentially be examined in the next phase of the research, when testing the 
effectiveness of speed awareness courses. 
In the prediction of both intention and behaviour, there were no significant 
interactions between the ambivalence measures, on the one hand, and the measures 
of instrumental attitude, affective attitude, subjective norm, descriptive norm, 
perceived controllability and self-efficacy, on the other. At the outset of this 
research, the concern was that speed awareness courses may achieve changes in 
attitudes, perceptions of social pressure (e.g. descriptive norm) and perceptions of 
control (e.g. self-efficacy), but do so by increasing attitude, normative and control 
ambivalence. In that case, the changes in attitudes, and perceived social pressure and 
control, may not lead to sustained changes in speeding behaviour. Given that the 
ambivalence measures did not moderate the effects of instrumental attitude, 
affective attitude, subjective norm, descriptive norm, perceived controllability and 
self-efficacy on either intentions or speeding behaviour, the present findings provide 
little evidence for this case. 
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Questionnaires
 
A3.1 First questionnaire sent to drivers in scope 
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A3.2 Second questionnaire sent to drivers in scope
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Principal components analysis tables
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Table A4.1: Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of instrumental attitude, affective attitude, subjective norm, descriptive
norm, perceived controllability, self-efficacy, moral norm, anticipated regret, self-identity and optimism bias items (phase
one data)
Items Factor
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX
 
Instrumental attitude: how bad – good would it be for you
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
personally if you drove faster than the speed limit?
On urban roads – – – 0.81 – – – – –
 
 
On country roads – – – 0.85 – – – – –
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – 0.85 – – –
 
 
 
– –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Affective attitude: how unenjoyable – enjoyable would it be for
you personally if you drove faster than the speed limit?
On urban roads – – – – – 0.83
 
 
– – – 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On country roads – – – – – 0.87 – – –
 
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – – 0.87 – – –
 
 
Subjective norm: would the people important to you disapprove –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
approve of you driving faster than the speed limit?
 
On urban roads – – 0.89 – – – – – –
On country roads – – 0.90 – – – – – –
 
 
 
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – 0.83 – – – – – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive norm: how often do you think the people who are
important to you will drive faster than the speed limit?
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On urban roads – – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
– – – – – 0.89
On country roads – – – – – – 0.91 – –
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – – – 0.87 – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Perceived controllability: how much do you feel that avoiding
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
driving faster than the speed limit is under your control?
On urban roads – – – – – – – – 0.87
On country roads – – – – – – – – 0.89
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways –
 
 
 
– – – – – – – 0.85
 
 
Self-efficacy: how confident are you that you will be able to avoid


 


 
 
driving faster than the speed limit?


 
On urban roads – – – – – – – 0.78 –
 


 


 
 
 
On country roads – – – – – – – 0.81 –


 
 
 
 


 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – – – – 0.71 –
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
(continued)
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Table A4.1: (continued )  
Items Factor 
I  II III IV V  VI VII VIII IX  
Moral norm: how wrong do you think it would be for you to drive 
faster than the speed limit? 
On urban roads – 0.66 – – – – – – – 
On country roads – 0.61 – – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – 0.45 – – – – – – – 
Anticipated regret: how much do you think you would regret it if 
you drove faster than the speed limit? 
On urban roads – 0.86 – – – – – – – 
On country roads – 0.80 – – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – 0.66 – – – – – – – 
Self-identity: is driving faster than the speed limit an important 
part of who you are as a person? 
On urban roads – – – – 0.97 – – – – 
On country roads – – – – 0.97 – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – 0.95 – – – – 
Optimism bias 1: compared with the average driver of your age 
and sex, how likely are you to have a car crash due to driving 
faster than the speed limit? 
On urban roads 0.88 – – – – – – – – 
On country roads 0.88 – – – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 0.88 – – – – – – – – 
Optimism bias 2: compared with the average driver of your age 
and sex, how likely is it that you will be caught for driving faster 
than the speed limit? 
On urban roads 0.72 – – – – – – – – 
On country roads 0.72 – – – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 0.70 – – – – – – – – 
% variance explained 12.73 10.92 8.95 8.90 8.67 8.56 8.25 7.98 7.90 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as a cut off for item loadings. 
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Table A4.2: Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of instrumental attitude, affective attitude, subjective norm, descriptive
norm, perceived controllability, self-efficacy, moral norm, anticipated regret, self-identity and optimism bias items (phase
two data)
Items Factor
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX
Instrumental attitude: how bad – good would it be for you
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
personally if you drove faster than the speed limit?
 
 
 
On urban roads – 0.80 – – – – – –
 
On country roads – 0.85 – – – – – –
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – 0.88 – – – – –
 
 
 
–
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Affective attitude: How unenjoyable – enjoyable would it be for
you personally if you drove faster than the speed limit?
On urban roads – – – – – 0.82
 
 
– – – 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On country roads – – – – – 0.85 – – –
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – – 0.82 – – –
 
 
 
Subjective norm: would the people important to you disapprove –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
approve of you driving faster than the speed limit?
 
On urban roads – – 0.88 – – – – – –
On country roads – – 0.90 – – – – – –
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – 0.84 – – – – – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive norm: how often do you think the people who are
important to you will drive faster than the speed limit?
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On urban roads – – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
– – – – – 0.91
On country roads – – – – 0.93 – – – –
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – 0.88 – – – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Perceived controllability: how much do you feel that avoiding
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
driving faster than the speed limit is under your control?
On urban roads – – – – – – 0.88 – –
On country roads – – – – – – 0.92 – –
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways –
 
 
 
– – – – – – – 0.80
 
Self-efficacy: how confident are you that you will be able to avoid
 


 


 
driving faster than the speed limit?
 


 
On urban roads – – – – – – – 0.78 –
 


 


 
 
 
On country roads – – – – – – – 0.81 –


 
 
 
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – – – – – 0.73 –


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
(continued)
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Table A4.2: (continued )  
Items Factor 
I  II III IV V  VI VII VIII IX  
Moral norm: how wrong do you think it would be for you to drive 
faster than the speed limit? 
On urban roads – – – – – – – – 0.54 
On country roads – 0.46 0.42 – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – 0.59 0.42 – – – – – – 
Anticipated regret: how much do you think you would regret it if 
you drove faster than the speed limit? 
On urban roads – 0.45 – – – – – – 0.71 
On country roads – 0.53 – – – – – – 0.60 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – 0.62 – – – – – – – 
Self-identity: is driving faster than the speed limit an important 
part of who you are as a person? 
On urban roads – – – 0.96 – – – – – 
On country roads – – – 0.97 – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways – – – 0.93 – – – – – 
Optimism bias 1: compared with the average driver of your age 
and sex, how likely are you to have a car crash due to driving 
faster than the speed limit? 
On urban roads 0.89 – – – – – – – – 
On country roads 0.88 – – – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 0.88 – – – – – – – – 
Optimism bias 2: compared with the average driver of your age 
and sex, how likely is it that you will be caught for driving faster 
than the speed limit? 
On urban roads 0.78 – – – – – – – – 
On country roads 0.79 – – – – – – – – 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 0.76 – – – – – – – – 
% variance explained 14.48 13.62 9.74 8.68 8.61 8.23 7.89 7.64 5.75 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as a cut off for item loadings. 
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Table A4.3: Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of 
positive and negative poles of attitude ambivalence 
items used 
(phase one 
to measure 
data) 
the 
Item Factor 
I
Items measuring positive pole: thinking 
driving faster than the speed limit; how 
On urban roads
 
On country roads 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 
only 
good 
about the things 
are they?
 
you find good about
 
0.87 
0.92 
0.88 
Items measuring negative pole: thinking only about the 
driving faster than the speed limit; how bad are they?
 
On urban roads
 
On country roads
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways
 
things you find bad about
 
0.92
 
0.94
 
0.84 
% variance explained 42.11 41.72 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as cut off-point for item loadings. 
 II
Table A4.4:	 Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of 
positive and negative poles of attitude ambivalence 
items used 
(phase two 
to measure 
data) 
the 
Item Factor 
I
Items measuring positive pole: thinking 
driving faster than the speed limit; how 
On urban roads
 
On country roads 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 
only 
good 
about the things 
are they?
 
you find good about
 
0.88 
0.92 
0.89 
Items measuring negative pole: thinking only about the 
driving faster than the speed limit; how bad are they?
 
On urban roads
 
On country roads
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways
 
things you find bad about
 
0.92
 
0.94
 
0.85 
% variance explained 42.07 41.75 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as cut off-point for item loadings. 
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Table A4.5:	 Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of items used to 
positive and negative poles of normative ambivalence (phase one 
measure 
data) 
the 
Item Factor 
I  II
Items measuring positive pole: thinking only about those people who would 
of you driving faster than the speed limit; how much would they approve?
 
On urban roads
 
On country roads 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 
approve
 
0.95 
0.97 
0.93 
Items measuring negative pole: thinking only about those people who would 
disapprove of you driving faster than the speed limit; how much would they 
disapprove? 
On urban roads 
On country roads
 
On dual-carriageways/motorways
 
0.96
 
0.97
 
0.93 
% variance explained 46.38 46.06 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as cut off-point for item loadings. 
Table A4.6: Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of items used to 
positive and negative poles of normative ambivalence (phase two 
measure 
data) 
the 
Item Factor 
I  II
Items measuring positive pole: thinking only about those people who would 
of you driving faster than the speed limit; how much would they approve? 
On urban roads 
On country roads 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 
approve 
0.95 
0.97 
0.92 
Items measuring negative pole: thinking only about those people who would 
disapprove of you driving faster than the speed limit; how much would they 
disapprove? 
On urban roads 
On country roads 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 
0.95 
0.97 
0.91 
% variance explained 46.02 45.48 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as cut off-point for item loadings. 
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Table A4.7: Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of items used to measure 
positive and negative poles of control ambivalence (phase one data) 
the 
Item Factor 
I  II
Items 
avoid 
On 
On 
On 
measuring positive pole: thinking only about the things that make 
driving faster than the speed limit; how easy do they make it?
 
urban roads
 
country roads
 
dual-carriageways/motorways
 
it easy to
 
0.89
 
0.92
 
0.85 
Items measuring negative pole: thinking 
avoid driving faster than the speed limit; 
On urban roads 
On country roads 
On dual-carriageways/motorways 
only 
how 
about the things that make 
difficult do they make it? 
it difficult to 
0.87 
0.91 
0.79 
% variance explained 40.06 37.70 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as cut off-point for item loadings. 
 
Table A4.8:	 Principal components analysis (varimax rotation) of items used to measure 
positive and negative poles of control ambivalence (phase two data) 
the 
Item Factor 
I
Items 
avoid 
On 
On 
On 
measuring positive pole: thinking only about the things that make 
driving faster than the speed limit; how easy do they make it?
 
urban roads
 
country roads
 
dual-carriageways/motorways
 
it easy to
 
0.90
 
0.93
 
0.85 
Items 
avoid 
On 
On 
On 
measuring negative pole: thinking 
driving faster than the speed limit; 
urban roads
 
country roads 
dual-carriageways/motorways 
only 
how 
about the things that make 
difficult do they make it?
 
it difficult to
 
0.88 
0.92 
0.82 
% variance explained 41.05 38.99 
Note, factors extracted only if Eigenvalues . 1. 0.4 used as cut off-point for item loadings. 
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